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ABSTRACT 
The influx of international graduate students in science and engineering 
to the U.S . has changed since the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001. The 
implementation of the Student and Exchange Visitor Information System 
(SEVIS) and related F-1 visa policies have required a higher level of scrutiny of 
the student visa procedures, and introduced strict student monitoring policies 
and measures. In addition, the SEVIS monitoring and compliance system has 
altered the operation of international student service offices, affected th e 
students they serve , and th e operation of the universities enrolling international 
students . 
This study investigated the effects of SEVIS on graduate programs in 
science and engineering and their students. Information was gathered from 
respondents from the 60 universities having the highest population of 
international students in these fields, according to NSF. Respondents included 
department administrators, admissions officials, and SEVIS professionals. Data 
viii 
were collected from 75 on-line survey respondents and in 21 semi-structured 
interviews. 
The results of this study suggest that many international students are 
negatively affected by SEVIS, impacting their ability to remain in-status and to 
understand how the system works. To counter this, department administrators, 
SEVIS professionals, and student advisors have increased their level of support 
for these students, providing them guidance on how to remain in-status and 
how to improve their social and academic experience in the United States. As a 
result, relatively few international students are deported for falling out-of-status 
in SEVIS. The data also made clear that program administrators and 
admissions ofiicials have little knowledge about SEVIS, F -1 visa policies, and 
their influence on international enrollments. 
Finally, this study provided evidence of an increased workload for 
international student advisors and SEVIS professionals. Universities have had 
to hire additional staff, increase their information technology investment in 
linking home-grown student service systems with SEVIS, and proactively 
anticipate any hurdles that international students may h ave and resolve them 
as expeditiously as possible. 
ix 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
Background 
The National Science Board (NSB), in a report titled Science & 
Engineering Indicators (2004), argues that a knowledge-based society is 
dependent on the quality of its human resources, especially the scientists and 
engineers who discover and develop applications for knowledge. The NSB report 
goes on to say that education and training of scientists and engineers constitute 
one of the most vital tasks of a knowledge-based society. The quality of students 
and researchers determines a nation's innovative capacity and is the basis of 
economic competitiveness and national security (ibid.). 
If we were to ask ourselves what the director of the Brookhaven National 
Lab; the dean of the Division of Engineering and Applied Sciences at Harvard 
University; the Nobel Laureate physicist from the Institute for Advanced Study 
in Princeton; the director of the Institute for Physical Science and Technology at 
the University of Maryland; and the director of the National Institutes of Health, 
to name a few, have in common, the answer would be: all of them are foreign-
bam professionals. Some of them were intemational students in the U.S. at 
some point in their careers, and all of them have been contributing to the 
prosperity and security of this country (Wulf, 2005). 
Innovation in science and engineering is necessary not only for a healthy 
economy in the U.S., but also for national security (Wulf, 2005). Dr. William 
Wulf, president of the National Academies of Engineering, argues, "we have 
1 
been skimming the best and brightest minds from across the globe, and 
prospering because of it; we need these new Americans even more now as other 
countries become more technologically capable" (2005, pg 12). 
Many advanced industrial countries view international student programs 
as a means of providing economic assistance to less developed regions, while 
others view these students as an economic boon. In fact, tuition paid by 
international students contributes toward paying for American studen ts. I Many 
international graduate students serve as research assistants, providing 
important labor in exchange for part of the cost of education. Corporations 
recruit heavily among international students, and the students themselves 
usually become productive and easily assimilated members of the host society 
(Ch ristian, 2000). 
The Importance of Inte rnational Studen ts t o U.S. Academia 
The first time, since it emerged as a leading force in tech nology ear ly in 
the 20th century, the U. S. was eclipsed by international competition was during 
the successful launching of the Soviet space craft Sputnik on October 5, 1957 -
- only a few years after the establishment of nonimmigrant F and J student 
1 See Editorial, Foreign Students are Valuable, The Daily Oklahoman, Jan. 30, 2002. By 
law, intemational students are barred from receiving financial aid and loans, state or 
federal. Students at an undergraduate level have no means to fund their education 
other than personal resources (part-time jobs on campus, family, for eign governments 
or private sponsors) . Graduate and post-graduate students can qualify to pay reduced 
tuition only if they contribute as a teaching or research assistant. No taxpayer money is 
ever used to help a international student with his or her edu cation. Universities often go 
on road-shows overseas to recruit international students, as they always pay out-of-
state tuition , which usually is five times the tuition paid by in-state students or twice 
the real cost of that edu cation. The excess money serves as financial aid fo r local 
students. 
2 
visas-- which caused an enormous political response. Nationwide reform efforts 
in education immediately followed this trial by fire. The post-Sputnik reforms 
highlighted concerns about the typical curriculum, focusing on both content 
and delivery techniques . Schools were widely blamed for the U.S. loss of 
scientific advantage during that time; this caused a revolution and increased 
emphasis on science education in the U.S. That sentiment was echoed in 
Congress, which passed the National Defense Education Act (NDEA) in 1958 --
the $1-billion law paid for college student loans, scholarships, and scientific 
equipment for public and private schools-- reflecting its origin in the Sputnik 
furor, and emphasizing the study of math, science, and foreign languages. 
Until that point, education in the United States was largely a state and local 
prerogative. The Act gave the federal government an unprecedented role in the 
education business, and set the stage for more ambitious federal initiatives that 
culminated in the creation of the Department of Education in the late 1970s. 
Since the Second World War, the number of international students and 
postdoctoral scholars in U.S. institutions of higher education has grown 
steadily, despite a few variations due to economic cycles, changes in 
immigration policy, and international political restructuring. The establishment 
of nonimmigrant F and J student visas caused a surge of international 
students' influx into U.S. higher education institutions. These two classes of 
visas are very important to track, as F -visas are granted to international 
students pursuing a full course of study at universities , and in language 
training programs, while J -visas are for short-term educational and exchange 
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programs, typically sought by scholars. It is also important to note that 
scholarly visitors gained clear legal status in 1952, when the Immigration and 
Nationality Act first offered the F visa for those pursuing academic studies and 
the J visa for exchange visitors. Within two years of the institution of J and F 
visas, there were 34,232 intemational students studying in the U.S. 
Current Challenges and Major Tren ds 
Science and engineering graduate programs in the U.S. have attracted 
many m ore international students than domestic ones. In the past fifteen years, 
over on e-third of Nobel Prizes were awarded to foreign-born scientists; one-third 
of all U.S. Ph.D.s in science and engineering are now awarded to in ternational 
graduate s tudents . In the year 2000, 37% of Ph.D. scientists and engineers 
employed in the U.S . were foreign -hom. Science and engineering careers in th e 
U.S . became increasingly attractive in the late 1990's for intemational students, 
despite evidence that U.S . graduate schools gave preference to domestic 
applicants (Attiyeh & Attiyeh, 1997). But fewer U.S . citizens were interested in 
pursuing careers in science and engineering. As a result, there was a 
substantial rise in the proportion of science and engineering intemational 
graduate students and postdoctoral scholars in U.S. universities. 
The United States h as, therefore, long relied on the skills of foreign 
professionals, for both s cience and engineering based industries and academia. 
Four decades ago, 78% of science and engineering doctorates were U.S.-bom 
and 22% were foreign-born. By 2000, the number of U.S .-bom doctorates in 
science and engineering had dropped 17%, to 61%, while the number of science 
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and engineering doctorates granted to international students in the U.S. rose 
16%, to 39% (Freeman, Jin & Shen, 2004). 
By contrast, recent data show that over half of the U.S. population of 
scientists and engineers are foreign-born: 58.9% of the engineering doctorates 
in 2003 and 59% of the science and engineering postdoctoral scholars in 2002 
were international students (NSF, 2004). By 2005, one in four engineering 
professors at universities and one in three science and engineering PhDs 
employed in the U.S. were born abroad (Florida, 2005). 
Concerned with this trend, in the early 1990's the National Academy of 
Engineering's Committee on Science, Engineering, and Public Policy (COSEPUP) 
urged educational institutions to offer graduate students "expanded educational 
experiences [in science and engineering] to equip them better to choose from 
among a broad range of careers open to scientists and engineers" (COSEPUP, 
1993; 1995).A recent study (Freeman, Jin, & Shen, 2004) provides important 
information that further delineates the changing demographics of graduate 
students on science and engineering in U.S. institutions. 
Figure 1.1 indicates the strong long-term upward trend in F-visas issued 
from 1954 to 2005. Similarly, although not shown in Figure 1.1, J -visa 
issuances followed roughly the same pattern, with a larger rise in the 1990s 
(liE, 2005). 
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FIGURE 1.1- TOTAL F-VISA ISSUANCE VOLUMES FOR INTERNATIONAL STUDENTS PURSUING A 
FULL COURSE OF STUDY AT UNIVERSITIES, AND IN LANGUAGE TRAINING PROGRAMS, 1954-
2005. SOURCE: liE, 2005. 
Th e trend is interrupted after 2001, with a significant decline through 
2005, particularly for F-visa issuance to Asian and European students- not 
shown in this graph. The strongest inflow of graduate students, since th e 70's, 
has been from Asian countries, as shown in Table 1-2 . Students from China, 
Taiwan, India, and Sou th Korea earned more than half the 148,000 U.S. 
science and engineering doctoral degrees awarded to foreign students during 
1985 to 2001. 
By 2004, as indicated in Table 1.1 , the total number of intemational 
students enrolled in graduate programs of science and engineering in th e U.S . 
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was 207 ,520 (the sum of engineering, mathematics, and computer science 
enrollments ), about one-third of all graduate students enrolled at U.S . 
universities. The graph also shows a slight decline for total engineering student 
enrollment between 2004 and 2005, -2.4%, and a significant decline in math 
and computer science enrollments, -25%, during the same period. 
Table 1 .1 - Total full-time and first year science and engineering 
international student enrollments, 2003-2005. SOURCE: liE, 2005 
Field of Study 2003/04 2004/05 %Change 
Engineering, Tota l 95220 92952 -2.4 
Engineering, Genera l 87528 87999 0.5 
Engineering-Relat ed Technologies 5920 3427 -42.1 
Transportat ion and Ma erial 1012 977 -3.5 
Mechanics and Repairers 486 277 -43 
Constr ction Trades 184 242 31.5 
Precision Production 90 30 -66.7 
Math & Computer Sciences, Total 67693 50747 -25 
Compu er and Informat ion Sciences 57739 38966 -32.5 
Mathemat ics 9954 11781 18.4 
Physical and Ufe Sciences, Tota l 44607 49.499 11 
Physica l Sciences 19603 22498 14.8 
life Sciences 23290 25987 11.6 
Science Technologies 1714 1014 -40.8 
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Table 1.2 - Number of U.S. PhDs awarded by country of citizenship in 1976, 1986, 1996, and 2003 (NSF, 
2004). 
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Figure 1.2 shows the change in applications, admissions , and enrollment 
of international graduate science and engineering students between 2003 and 
2005. The graph shows a significant decrease in the total numbers of 
applications (-28%) , admissions (-18%), and enrollments (-6%) in the areas of 
engineering, life and physical sciences. Engineering experienced a decrease of 
36% in applications, 24% in admissions, and 6% in enrollment. Life sciences 
also showed a decrease of24% in applications, 19% in admissions, and 10% in 
enrollment, while physical sciences showed similar decreases in applications 
and admissions , 26% and 17% respectively, but a minor increase of 6% in 
enrollment. 
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FIGURE 1.2 -CHANGE IN APPLICATIONS, ADMISSIONS, AND ENROLLMENT OF INTERNATIONAL 
GRADUATE SCIENCE AND ENGINEERING STUDENTS DURING 2003-2005. SOURCE: THE 
NATIONAL ACADEMIES, 2007. 
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Table 1.3 shows U.S. universities with larger numbers of enrolled 
international stu dents and the percentage of enrollment changes between 2003 
and 2004 (not specific to science and engineering) . It also shows that some 
universities continued to experience increased enrollments way into 2004. 
Table 1.3- U.S. Colleges with the Largest Numbers of International 
Students, 2003-4 
Educational Institution Number of 1-year change 
International Students 
1. U. of Southem California 6,674 +6.0% 
2. Columbia U. 5,362 +4.2% 
3. Purdue U. main campus 5 ,094 +1.6% 
4. New York U. 5,070 -7.0% 
5. U. of Texas at Austin 4,827 -2.0% 
6. U. of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign 4,769 +4.7% 
7 . U. of Michigan at Ann Arbor 4,583 -0.4% 
8 . Boston U. 4,518 0.0% 
9. U. of Califomia at Los Angeles 4,320 +10.0% 
10. Ohio State U. main campus 4,263 -1.6% 
11. Texas A&M U. at College Station 3,8 15 +3.1 % 
12 . U. of Maryland at College Park 3 ,726 -0.2% 
13. Indiana U. at Bloomington 3,715 +6.3% 
14. Pennsylvania State U. main campus 3,693 +0.3% 
15. State U. of New York at Buffalo 3,664 +1. 0% 
16. U. of Pennsylvania 3,557 -7 .8% 
17. U. of Wisconsin at Madison 3,435 -3.8% 
18. Harvard U. 3,403 -1.6% 
19. Florida Intemational U. 3,397 -9.2% 
20. U. of Houston 3,368 +0 .3% 
21. U. of Minnesota-Twin Cities 3,357 +0.2% 
22. Michigan State U. 3,277 +2.3% 
23. Wayne State U. 3,271 +1.5% 
24. U. of Florida 3, 157 -11.0% 
25. Arizona State U. main campus 3,038 -7.0% 
Total change in number of international 101,353 - 10.1% 
students at selected universities 
SOURCE: Institute of International Education (2005) 
While overall enrollments decreased about 10% between 2003 and 2004, 
at some universities known for attracting intemational students, such as at the 
University of Southem California, Columbia University, and the University of 
California at Los Angeles, enrollments actually increased during that same 
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period, at a rate of 6, 4 .2, and 10% respectively (see Appendixes A and B for a 
list of th e top 30 institutions for enrollment of international students in science 
and en gineering). 
Table 1.4 shows the overall rising trend of international students' 
en rollments from 1993 to 2002, as well as its decline after 2001, ranging from 
an all t ime high percen t -change over previous years of 6 .4% between 2000-
2001 and 2001-2002, to a negative 2.4% decline for 2003-2004. 
Table 1.4 - International-student enrollment in the United States 1993-
2004. 
Acade mic Year 
'93-94 
'94-95 
'95-96 
'96-97 
'97-98 
'98-99 
'99-00 
'00-01 
'01-02 
'02-03 
'03-04 
Number of International %age Change Over Pre v ious 
Students Year 
449,749 2 .5% 
452,653 0.6% 
453,787 0 .3% 
457,984 0.9% 
481 ,280 5 . 1% 
490,933 2.0% 
514,723 4.5% 
547,867 6.4% 
582,996 6.4% 
586,323 0.6% 
5 72,509 -2.4% 
SOURCE: Institute of International Education (2004) 
Table 1.4 indicates that although enrollment declines did not begin 
immediately after 9/11, the drop gained significance in 2002-03 (from 6.4% to 
.6%), reflecting visa declines only (liE, 2004). In 2003-04 the drop was even 
more significant (from .6% to -2.4%), reflecting visa declines and increased 
numbers of students applying to universities outside the U.S. (liE, 2005) . It is 
not clear the causes of the increase in enrollments around the time of 9/ 11, 
from 4 .5 to 6.4% over the previous year. There could h ave been increased 
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interest from international students and/ or that immigration policies may have 
relaxed in order to allow students to enroll more easily, but there is not enough 
data available to ascertain any of these conjectures. Snapshot data from the 
Council of Graduate Schools (CGS) on graduate applications, admissions and 
enrollment for 2003-2004, and applications for 2005 do in fact corroborate the 
trend shown in Tables 1.3 and 1.4. According to CGS, in 2002, 55.5% of 
international science and engineering graduate students were enrolled at 
universities (CGS, 2002) . But first-time enrollment data on these students 
tracked since 2002, contradict NSF data (NSF, 2004). This contradiction makes 
it difficult to clearly assess trends from 2000-2004 and the implications for 
immigration policy requirements and visa processing. 
After 9/ 11, the 9% drop in international graduate student enrollments 
compared to pre 9/ 11 figures (NSF, 2002) suggests that international student 
immigration policies instituted post 9/ 11 may have been affecting international 
students' applications and enrollment to study at graduate science and 
engineering programs in the U.S. Despite the increasing enrollment of 
international science and engineering graduate students and postdoctoral 
scholars, the data gathered by different sources on their applications and 
enrollments are difficult to compare, permitting only an approximate figure of 
their current admission status (NSF, 2004; liE, 2005; CGS, 2002; Freeman & 
Shen, 2004). The total number of non-physician academic post-doctoral 
scholars in science and engineering fields in U.S. institutions has almost 
doubled since the middle 1970s, from about 20,000 to 38,000 (COSEPUP 
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2000). These numbers include post-doctoral scholars in science but exclude 
post-doctoral scholars with medical degrees, who are presumably working as 
physicians. Since 1983 (Figure 1.3), data show a rapid increase in the number 
of intemational post-doctoral scholars on visa (Temporary Residents), from 
6,472 in 1983 to 2 1,601 in 2002, while the number of U.S . citizens/permanent 
residents slowly rose, from 10,432 in 1983 to 16,715 in 2002. 
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FIGURE 1.3 -ACADEMIC POSTDOCTORAL-SCHOLAR APPOINTMENTS IN SCIENCE AND 
ENGINEERING, 1983-2002. SOURCE: NATIONAL ACADEMIES, 2005. 
The total intemational student enrollment by institutional type during 
1999/00- 2004/05 is depicted in Table 1.5. There has been a decrease of 1.3% 
in the total census for all graduate programs including doctoral and master 
programs. Doctoral programs were more affected, with a total decrease of 6.4%, 
while master's programs actually showed an increase of 3 .9%. 
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Table 1.5- International student enrollment by institutional type, 
1999/00- 2004/05. SOURCE: liE, 2005 
%change 
Carnegie Category 1999/00 2000/01 2001/02 2002/03 2003/04 2004/05 from 2003/04 
TOTALCE SUS 514723 547867 582996 586323 572509 565039 -1.3 
Doctora l/Research Extens ive 258116 273974 291137 296269 293072 272251 -7.1 
Doctora l/Research Intensive 54861 57478 62301 62672 61767 59720 -3.3 
All Doctoral/Research 312977 331452 353438 358941 354839 331971 -6.4 
Master's I 80015 86299 91749 90999 88791 90929 2.4 
Maste r's II 4739 5523 5380 4621 4896 6430 31.3 
All Master's 84754 91822 97129 95620 93687 97359 3.9 
First-time enrollments of intemational science and engineering graduate 
students have been tracked only since 2000 by NSF and since 2002 by CGS. 
Data from both sources are available only to 2002 , since as of April 2005 CGS 
has published data on graduate applications, admissions, and enrollments for 
2003 and 2004, and applications for 2005. It is difficult to ascertain, therefore 
trends after 2002. In 2002 the NSF did notice a decrease in first-time full -time 
science and engineering graduate enrollments among temporary residents by 
about 8% for men and 1% for women (NSF, 2004). 
Although there has been much discussion on the decline in first-time 
intemational graduate-student applications and enrollment after 9 j 11 , the total 
rate of international graduate student full -time enrollment actually increased in 
2002 . NSF reported an 8% gain in temporary residents enrolled in science and 
engineering graduate programs, which is smaller than for 2000 and 2001, 12% 
and 9% respectively. But 2002 total full-time enrollment levels exceeded the 
annual gains for most other years during the last two decades (NSF, 2002). 
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One may wonder about the reasons for the declining enrollment of 
international science and engineering graduate students. This downward trend 
in visa issuances may be problematic for the U.S. government, scientists and 
academics, who agree that international students are important for the quality 
of higher education in the U.S., in particular, for science and engineering 
graduate programs (Boehlert, 2001; Borjas, 2002; Wulf, 2005). The former 
president of the United States, George W. Bush, as well as some researchers 
have argued that restricting the influx of intemational students could diminish 
U.S. leadership in higher education and adversely affect American science and 
engineering expertise, which is critical to national security and economic 
growth (Bush, 2001). 
A decreased pool of intemational human resources who train in science 
and engineering graduate programs at U.S. universities could weaken the 
ability of universities to prepare citizens to compete for high-quality jobs and 
could have negative social-economic consequences (Boehlert, 2001; Borjas, 
2002). 
The Influence of SEVIS 
September 11 , 2001 had a profound effect on intemational students' 
admissions and enrollments in graduate programs in the United States' higher 
education institutions, particularly in science and engineering. As a result, 
major legislative and regulatory actions such as the USA Patriot Act of 2001, 
NSEERS, SEVIS, and the Enhanced Border Security and Visa Entry Reform Act 
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of 2002 (ESBVERA) were instituted (Boyed, 2008) . Of particular influence to the 
influx of international students in science and engineering and the monitoring 
of their studies while in the U.S. is the SEVIS system. 
The Student and Exchange Visitor Information System (SEVIS) is a sub-
implementation (of section 641) of the Illegal Immigration Reform and 
Immigrant Responsibility Act (IIRIRA) of 1996, Public Law 104-208 (as 
amended) , that requires the Department of Homeland Security (DHS) to collect 
current information, on an ongoing basis, from DHS-certified schools and 
Department of State (DoS)-designated exchange visitor program sponsors 
relating to nonimmigrant foreign students (F and M visas) and exchange visitors 
(J-visa) during the course of their stay in the United States (DOS, 2002) . 
As an internet-based system, SEVIS provides tracking and monitoring of 
international students , with access to information on nonimmigrant students (F 
and M visa) and exchange visitors (J visa), and their dependents (F-2, M-2, and 
J -2) . SEVIS enables schools and program sponsors to transmit electronic 
information and event notifications, via the Internet, to the Department of 
Homeland Security (DHS) and the Department of State (DoS) throughout a 
student's or exchange visitor's stay in the United States. SEVIS keeps track of 
status events for international students and exchange visitors including, but 
not limited to, entry and exit data, changes of current U.S. address, program 
extensions, employment notifications, and changes in program of study. SEVIS 
also provides system alerts, event notifications , and reports to the schools and 
programs, as well as for DHS and DOS offices. SEVIS is used to submit the 
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designation applications to DOD (Form DS-3036- Exchange Visitor Program 
Application) for review. If a higher education institution meets the regulatory 
requirements and is designated by DOS as a program sponsor, it may update 
program sponsor information, submit updates to DOS that require approval, 
and create and update J-1 exchange visitor and dependent records (such as 
accompanying spouse and dependent children records). The DOS Office of 
Exchange Coordination and Designation has the capability to review and 
approve updates made to program sponsor and exchange visitor records using 
SEVIS, and the Primary Designated School Officials (PDSOs), Designated School 
Officials (DSOs), Responsible Officials (ROs) and Altemate Responsible Officials 
(AROs) are then notified via email of the results . 
For the purposes of this study, the term 'international student' includes 
students who are not from the U.S. who study at academic institutions of 
higher education in the U.S. on F -1 or J -1 visas. Both visas are a non-
immigrant temporary visa reserved for students and scholars, respectively, 
entering the U.S. to study in a post-secondary or post-doctoral program or 
institution. In the case of J -1 visas, it is also applied for exchange of post-
doctoral students and scholars. The F1 population is the largest, and was the 
first group of students that federal regulations regarding SEVIS had been 
targeted on. H - 1 B visas (formerly H -1) are available to those foreign 
professionals who are considered to have specialty occupations. Although not a 
focus of this study, H-1B visas are at times used by exchange students, as well 
as B-1 visas and will be considered when applicable to the study. 
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The implementation of SEVIS and visa policies after 9 j 11 changed 
significantly the process of international students applying and eventually 
coming to study in the U.S . Figure 1.4 depicts how this process used to be 
before 9 j 11. 
FIGURE 1.4- APPLICATION PROCESS OF INTERNATIONAL STUDENT FLOW INTO HIGHER 
EDUCATION INSTITUTIONS IN THE U.S. AND ITS POSSIBLE OUTFLOW, PRIOR TO 9/ 11. 
As illustrated in Figure 1.4, prior to 9 j 11 international students typically 
followed six steps in potentially studying at U.S. educational institutions: 
1. A prospective international student would apply for a school of choice in the 
U.S. 
2. After reviewing the student's application, if accepted to a program, the 
school would send the student an acceptance letter, the 1-20 form, which is 
a document that provides supporting information for the issuance of a 
student visa or change of status (F, J and M non-immigrant statuses). 
3 . Student would take the 1-20 form to the U.S. Embassy/Consulate (post) and 
apply for a student visa (F, M or J visa). 
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4. If no major restrictions were apparent the U.S. official at post would issue a 
student/ exchange visa to student, enabling the student to travel to the U.S. 
as a non-immigrant, temporary resident status, to pursue a study program. 
5. At the port of entry immigration officials would confirm the student visa and 
admit the student. The student would then enroll at the University for the 
Degree Programs/h e had applied. 
6. Once enrolled at the university there was very little monitoring of the 
student, except for academic issues, such as course registrations, grades, 
GPA's, etc. From the university's perspective, students were expected to 
finish their degree programs and return to their countries, or apply with INS 
for a change of status (i.e . permanent residence, working permit, extensions 
of student visa, etc.). 
A major weakness of this system was that at any given tim e a student could 
leave th e school and disappear. There was no established system to track the 
whereabouts of these students, who not only potentially could stay illegally in 
the country, but also be or become a threat to Americans, as it happened 
during 9 j 11, when several of the terrorists were affiliated with American higher 
education. 
With the implementation of SEVIS this process became more elaborate, 
with several steps that must be taken, both by the prospective student and 
school/ government authorities prior to the issuance of a student visa. The 
application process is identical, but the scrutiny -such as the introduction of 
security advisory opinions or SAOs-- and monitoring, as well as waiting period 
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between applying for a visa and getting a response has increased significantly. 
SEVIS influence can be seen in Figure 1.5 diagram, which depicts the changes 
imposed by the system and other visa issuance policies after 9 I 11. 
In addition, depending on the type of graduate program in science and 
engineering or the applicant, the level of scrutiny is even more detailed, due to 
SAOs requirements, and the wait for a response prolonged: 
1. As prior to 9 I 11, a prospective international student would apply for a 
school of choice in the U.S. 
2. After reviewing the student's application, if accepted to a program, the 
school would forward the application to the PIDSO, which would then enter 
the student's information on SEVIS, double check the information, and send 
the student an acceptance letter, the I-20 form. But this time, after 9 I 11, 
the 1-20 form also needs to include the student's tracking number (SEVIS 
number). 
3 . Student must take the 1-20 form to the U.S. Embassy and apply for a 
student visa (F, M or J visa). 
3a. If students or scholars are applying for a program in science and 
engineering that is part of the Visa Mantis Technology Alert List (TAL), 
they may encounter lengthy delays at United States embassies, or may 
be ineligible to obtain a visa if the proposed activity is subject to the U.S. 
technology transfer laws. 
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FIGURE 1.5 - APPLICATION PROCESS OF INTERNATIONAL STUDENT FLOW INTO mGHER EDUCATION INSTITUTIONS IN THE U.S. AND ITS 
POSSIBLE OUTFLOW AFTER 9 I 11. 
Other SAOs may be necessary at this stage, which can delay the process 
or result in the denial of a visa. 
1. If no major restrictions are apparent, after checking the student's record on 
SEVIS (via the student's tracking number) the U.S . post issues a 
student/exchange visa to the student, enabling student to travel to U.S. as a 
non-immigrant, temporary resident status, to pursue his/her study 
program. Otherwise, Visa Mantis or Visa Condor procedures may be 
triggered, which due to delays can potentially impair the student's ability to 
register at the university on time for the upcoming semester. 
2. At the port of entry immigration officials double-check the student visa on 
SEVIS. If no problems surface (i.e. name appears on terrorist lists, 
biometrics do not match, etc.) the student is admitted to the U.S. Otherwise 
the student is removed and retumed to his/her country (step Exit 4)· an 
embassy visa is not a guarantee of admittance in the U.S. If all checks are 
OK, the student would then enroll at the University for the Degree Program 
sjhe had applied. 
3. At this stage SEVIS seems to impose a major change in the student 
academic life. Once enrolled at the university SEVIS tracks many aspects of 
the student's studies during the degree program. Student must maintain an 
"in status" condition within SEVIS system, as "out of status" condition can 
result in removal (deportation). Conditions to maintain an "in status" 
include but is not limited to the number of credits student is enrolled, 
personal information, address, changes in the program and majors, working 
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information, grades, GPA's, etc. If prior to 9 j 11 schools were not held 
accountable for monitoring international students, they now are, and only 
designated school personnel such as PDSOs, DSOs, ROs, and AROs, 
certified by DHS, are allowed to operate SEVIS. Student may have to retum 
to his/her country if fallin g "out of status" or if requested by govemment 
officials to undergo further interviews, in which case they may need to 
return to their home country. 
4 . Once a student is requested to return to his/her country for further 
inspection/interviews, there is a chance the student may give up on his 
intentions to study in the U.S., not wanting to resubmit to the whole process 
again (steps 1-6) . Student may choose to study at another Anglophonic 
country or give up the idea of furthering his education overseas altogether. 
5. If the student doesn't give up on his/her plans to study in th e U.S. th e 
student then returns to the embassy for further inspection. If cleared, the 
student then is allowed to return to the academic programs/he had 
enrolled. 
6. At this step, depending on how long the waiting period was until visa was 
cleared, or fmancial considerations (i .e. loss of a semester of study and 
tuition, delays in the program, frustration, etc.) student may decide to 
withdraw from the program. If not, student returns to the school in the U.S . 
7. The student must clear immigration at the port of entry again, if not, the 
student is removed and retums to his/her country. Otherwise , student re-
inserts him/ herself onto the academic program. 
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8. The student is again under SEVIS monitoring and must comply with the 
regulations and requirements so as not to fall under "out of status" and 
become eligible for removal. 
9 . On ce the student concludes th e degree program, s/he must return to 
his/her country within an allotted time or request DHS for an adjustment of 
status. 
A major strength of SEVlS is that every student registered in the system 
is under continued supervision. Another one is that prior to 9/ 11 student data 
was decentralized, kept by educational institutions, to serve their own needs. It 
was not consistent with other educational institutions and had many variances 
depending on school requ irements and priorities. Under SEVlS, student data 
are centralized, n ormalized, and formatted . It is available 24x7 to all 
government agencies u n der DHS, embassies all over the world, and cer tified 
educational institutions in the U.S. 
To date, there is no research on the influence of SEVIS on the influx, 
monitoring and academic life of international students, especially on science 
and en gineering. This is the main overarching subject of this study, as it is 
apparent that SEVIS holds valuable and insightful information on this issue 
and may help elucidate the underlying causes of the current trends for 
graduate science and engineering intemational students' influx and stay. 
Other Considerations 
There is considerable discussion on whether the presen ce of these high 
numbers of scien ce and engineering international graduate students can make 
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these fie lds less appealing to U.S . students . From 1993 to 2001, the number of 
international graduate students rose by 31%, as citizens/ permanent residents 
dropped by 10%. But during 2003-04 alone, as Table 1.2 depicts, there was a 
10.1 % drop in the number of international students ' enrollment at the 25 
universities in the U.S. with the highest number of international student 
population (IIE, 2004) . Wulf (2005) argues that 9/11 may have something to do 
with it, s ince after the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001, there has been a 
significant decline in the number of visas granted to foreign students applying 
to study in the United States . The National Science Board (2004) reports that, 
between 2001 and mid-2002 alone, more than two million international student 
visas were declined. While some may be quick to attribute the drop to 
immigration laws instituted post 9/ 11, namely SEVIS and visa issuance 
policies, there are many other plausible reasons to be considered, including: 
1. The fact that the decline began from an enrollment peak that followed the 
unusual economic conditions of the late 1990. 
2. The rising of enrollment during the 1990s may have been caused by the 
lure of jobs in the dotcom industries in the U.S. 
3. It is easier to obtain ajob in the U.S. if prospect was educated in the U.S. 
4. Enrollments could have been influenced by the increase in research 
assistantship funding for graduate students and postdoctoral scholars 
during the mid-90s, led by an increase in the budget of the National 
Institutes of Health, which had doubled from $13.6 billion in 1998 to $27 
billion in 2003 (Garrison, Gerbi & Kincade, 2003). 
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5. The 200 112002 decline coincides with an economic recession and could 
be interpreted as a return from an unsustainable peak to a point on a 
long-term curve that had been rising steadily for many years . 
As argued by Boyd (2008) there are plenty of research on the effects of 
9 I 11 on the international student population, particularly focused on the 
change in numbers and demographics of the student population, and the 
effects of 9 I 11 from that of the student perspective. Boyd's research offers a 
different but important perspective, by focusing on the views of the 
international student administrators, more specifically; on how these 
administrators' roles have changed as a result of SEVIS. Although these 
researches add valuable knowledge to the influence of 9 I 11 on international 
students and their school administrators, there has been little research 
conducted from the perspective of how SEVIS influences graduate international 
students and scholars of science and engineering in their admissions, 
enrollment, and study in the U.S. higher education institutions, and how 
effective SEVIS is in this process. 
Statement of the Problem 
The influx of international students, particularly in graduate programs of 
science and engineering in the U.S. , has changed since the terrorist attacks of 
September 11 , 2001. The implementation of SEVIS incremented a higher level 
of scrutiny of the student and exchange visa system and introduced student 
monitoring policies and procedures. Available research data on the influx of 
international science and engineering students tend to only show quantitative 
data on the rises and falls of students' acceptance and enrollment; it does not 
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provide data on how international students keep up with the "in status" 
requirements of the system and DHS, how many of them are affected by the 
"out of status" condition (which can result in deportation), and what are the 
effects of SEVIS on the international student body. There is also no data on the 
number of accepted students versus enrolled students that may have fallen "out 
of status," and if these students retumed to their home countries or were able 
to readjust their status. It is very important to understand how SEVIS alters 
this influx of intemational students, particularly in graduate science and 
engineering programs, and how its monitoring roles affect their academic life 
once in the U.S., in order to best understand how the system can better 
support these students, the academic institutions, the U.S. science and 
engineering research areas, and the students' and educational institutions' 
compliance with n ew regulations and policies implemented after 9 I 11. This is 
particularly important in light of the new version of SEVIS (SEVIS II) being 
developed. 
In addition, data gathered from different sources are difficult to compare , 
allowing for only an approximate assessment of the issue . For instance, there 
are not enough data to accurately describe the influence of the terrorist attacks 
of September 11, 2001 in the U.S., and its subsequent immigration policies 
adopted thereafter to enhance the monitoring of international students and 
scholars' applications and enrollment -namely the use of SEVIS and Visa 
Mantis --in graduate programs in science and engineering in U.S. universities 
(Kelly et al, 2004). 
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Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study is to examine the perceived effects of SEVIS, 
and student (F visas) visa policies, on the influx and stay (course of study) of 
international graduate students in science and engineering after the 9 j 11 
terrorist attacks. How are these policies seen by different constituencies to 
influence application s and registrations, as well as students' monitoring and 
drop-outs? To what extent do SEVIS operators at h igher education institutions, 
department chairs, and admissions officials attribute disruptions in the flow 
and studies of in ternational students for science and engineering graduate 
programs to these policies and, more specifically, to th e implementation of 
SEVIS and SAOs? Understanding how the current im plementation of SEVIS --
as a tool and system for acceptance of intemational students in gradu ate 
program of science and engineering, visa issuance by the embassies, 
immigration control at the U.S. port of entry, enrollment and monitoring at 
higher education institutions-- may assist in determining the challenges faced 
in this field; how these students have been affected by the system; and how 
effective SEVIS is in addressing such tasks, and the benefits and repercussions 
of these effects. The results of this proposed study may encourage a more in-
depth research on these issues, and provide insights into the ways in which 
changes can be supported, amended, or counteracted as necessary, especially 
considering the new implementation of SEVIS (SEVIS II). Not much is known 
about SEVIS II at this time, other than that it will incorporate a database 
feature in addit ion to the tracking capabilities SEVIS has, as well as enhance its 
exis tin g web and FTP-batch interface . 
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The result of this study should be useful to any higher education 
institution in the U.S. considering expanding its graduate science and 
engineering programs to the intemational student community, and hence, 
planning to become certified by DHS in the implementation and operation of 
SEVIS. The top universities with highest international student population in 
science and engineering, as listed by NSF (2007), should also benefit from this 
study. The results of this study should be of particular interest to DOS, DHS, 
PDSOs, DSOs, ROs, and AROs, as well as science and engineering department 
chairs and admissions officials. 
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Chapter II: Literature Review 
Background 
Current international student and exchange visa policies are having a 
major influence on science and engineering higher education in the U.S., as 
there has been a significant decline in the number of visas granted to 
international students and scholars after 9 I 11. International student visas to 
the U.S. have declined by more than 2 million between 2001 and mid-2002 
alone . These policies are also affecting scientific advancement for economic 
progress an d national security, tarnishing the international image of the United 
States as a welcoming "land of opportunity" (Wulf, 2005). 
Australia, England and Canada have implemented very successful 
policies for attracting and welcoming international students. The United States 
could learn from these models to create a policy strategy, especially because the 
U.S. still has large numbers of international students and its science and 
engineering higher education and professional programs and opportunities are 
still attracting students, scholars and foreign entrepreneurs from all over the 
world. 
In the U.S. , in the past fifteen years , over one-third of Nobel Prizes were 
awarded to foreign-born scientists and one-third of all Ph.D.s in science and 
engineering are now awarded to foreign-born graduate students. Until 2000, the 
U.S. employed 37% of foreign-born Ph.D. scientists and engineers. Moreover, in 
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the fall of 2005 25% of the engineering faculty members at U.S. universities 
were foreign-born. Restrictive immigration policies are prone to hurt not only 
the economy, but also the nation's ability to innovate and compete in the global 
marketplace (Florida, 2002) . At the same time, due to visa delays or denial, 
many science and engineering international students who had intended to 
study in the U.S. enrolled at institutions elsewhere, mainly in Australia, United 
Kingdom and Canada, where immigrants already make up more than 20% (25% 
for Australia and 21 % for Canada) of the high-skilled workforce-- compared to 
less than 10% in the United States (Florida, 2005). 
Unfortunately, globalization and the increasing U.S. restrictions to 
student visas since 2001 threaten to break this economically healthy trend. The 
benefits of such international student diversity are extended not only to the 
United States' economy and foreign policy, but also to students in classrooms. 
Just as minority and underprivileged students -those of lower economic status, 
without the privileges of traveling overseas, reading about other cultures, ready 
access to the Internet, etc. -- can benefit from learning mainstream ideas and 
values , students from affiuent backgrounds can better understand other 
cultures and regions of the world that they have never experienced in a 
classroom with a significant international and diverse student population. 
Diversity at higher education institutions is being affected by several recent 
international student visa policy changes related to visa issuance, additional 
screenings, and treatment of international scholars and post-doctoral students. 
These policy changes have also had other adverse effects: the enrollment of 
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science and engineering international students in U.S . colleges and universities 
has significantly declined; scientists and scholars have chosen to hold 
conferences in other countries, and American science and engineering 
businesses have had to shift critical meetings to locations outside the U.S. In 
the meantime, foreign companies, universities and govemments are taking 
advantage of the situation and marketing themselves as friendlier places to do 
business or get an education. In the race to attract top international talent, we 
are losing ground (Wulf, 2005). 
The demand for innovation in science and engineering is necessary not 
only for a healthy economy but also for national security (Wulf, 2005). Dr. 
William Wulf, president of the National Academies of Engineering, argues, 
We have been skimming the best and brightest minds from across 
the globe, and prospering because of it; we need these new 
Americans even more now as other countries become more 
technologically capable. Top-notch students and teachers from 
abroad help make U.S. colleges and universities global centers of 
excellence and diversity. Highly skilled workers and world-class 
business leaders who come to work with or for U.S.-based 
companies help keep our economy growing - an amazing fraction of 
new Silicon Valley start-up companies are headed by individuals 
bom abroad, for example . When a science and engineering 
intemational student cannot enter U.S. universities, the win-win 
cycle is halted and both sides lose a great deal, since top-notch 
students and teachers from abroad do help make U.S. universities 
and colleges global centers of excellence and diversity (Wulf, 2005, 
pg 3). 
This chapter reviews the major literature related to the influx and study 
of intemational graduate students and scholars in science and engineering and 
the influence of post 9/ 11 environment on students and exchange visa 
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issuance policies, more specifically SEVIS and Visa Mantis/Condor, on F-1 
visas. It is organized into such topics as the importance of international 
students in the U.S . and theories regarding the factors influencing the influx of 
international graduate students and scholars into U.S. graduate programs, and 
the influence of current international student immigration policies. 
Potential Effect of Visa Policies on International Students 
According to Richard Florida (2005), th e United States continues to lose 
ground on attracting international students at a faster pace than ever before, 
when it should actually be looking for ways to attract even more foreign talents 
to its universities and colleges. Instead of coming to the U.S., international 
students are looking for alternatives elsewhere to further their edu cation and 
research. This is partly an attempt to reduce their cost of education, and more 
importantly, to avoid the restrictions and future uncertainties associated with 
current immigration policies and the difficulties those policies, namely SEVIS, 
impose throughout their stay in the U.S. Significant numbers of students are 
unwilling to risk enrolling in a U.S. college only to be denied entrance after 
beginning their degree (Alphonso, 2005). Other countries , unlike the United 
States, have increased international student enrollments . While Australia and 
Canada do not have the national security concerns that the U.S. has, especially 
after the 9/11 terrorist attacks, the United Kingdom does h ave similar security 
concerns, particularly after the London bombing of July 7th, 2005. 
An effective framework to analyze this problem is Max Weber's 
Bureaucracy Theory, since the U.S. government is a bureaucratic system. The 
U.S . government h as had an efficient bureaucratic system, rationally controlling 
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the large masses of immigrants into the country and fostering unmatched 
prosperity to its citizens, confirming Weber's (1947) assertions that 
purely bureaucratic type of administrative organization .. . is, from a 
purely technical point of view, capable of attaining the highest 
degree of efficiency and is in the sense formally the most rational 
known means of carrying out imperative control over human 
beings' (p.337). 
Weber's bureaucratic theory, with his emphasis on formal rules and 
hierarchies, is sound and well respected (Chance, 2002; Yeatts & Hyten, 1997; 
Bailey, 1995; Statt, 2003) . Gaynor (1998) argues that more has been written 
about organizations from a bureaucratic perspective than from any other. There 
has been a shift in U.S. government policies and how the government system 
handles visa requirements since the terrorist attacks of 2001, when student 
visa delays and declines began. Despite such catastrophic events, governments 
have systems in place to deal with the event. Even if they do not, the 
bureaucratic system ensures the institution of one, without jeopardizing other 
policies, such as tourism, transportation, and international student admission. 
For instance, the London bombings did not stop the continuous and ever-
increasing international student enrollments in the United Kingdom. 
According to Wulf (2005), many of the national security measures put in 
place immediately after the terrorist attacks in the U.S. were reactive, as there 
had been no policies in place to deal with many of the issues. Weber warns 
about the danger of bureaucratic officials usurping the legitimate authority of 
political leaders (Bendix, 1960). Accordingly, it can be argued that government 
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officials overreacted after the 9 I 11 terrorist attacks by closing the doors tightly 
on intemational students (Florida, 2005), since one of the terrorists on 
American Airline flight 77 that hit the Pentagon was an intemational student. 
Weber indicates that as long as the rule of law prevails, a bureaucratic 
organization is governed by a series of principles, including 
'The means of compulsion at [the official] disposal are strictly 
limited, and the conditions under which their employment is 
legitimate are clearly defined" (Bendix, 1960). 
After the 1993 bombing at the World Trade Center, it was found that one 
of the convicted bombers had entered the U.S. on a student visa. Congress 
reacted to this by passing a law in 1996 that required the U.S. govemment to 
create a computerized foreign student management system by January 1st, 
2003. The Student and Exchange Visitor Program (SEVP) was developed by the 
former INS in partnership with the Department of State's Bureau of Consular 
Affairs and the Bureau of Educational and Cultural Affairs (formerly the United 
States Information Agency), the DOE, and members of the educational and 
exchange program communities. Information obtained from this pilot system 
was incorporated into the national system development effort that resulted in 
development of SEVIS. In the wake of 9 I 11 attacks, after The Bureau of 
Immigration and Customs Enforcement took over many functions of the INS as 
on March 1, 2003, the maintenance of SEVIS became responsibility of the DHS. 
But SEVIS was never submitted to public hearing and approval, nor was 
it developed for the purpose it now serves, which suggests that the bureaucratic 
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system did not work in this case, or is faulty. Weber argues , "there is no known 
example of a bureaucracy being destroyed except in the course of a general 
cultural decline" (Bendix, 1960, p.450). Under such premise, it is possible that 
the U.S. govemment bureaucracy is broken, which may indicate a cultural 
decline. 
Importance of Science and Engineering International Students 
According to Bollag (2006) the U.S. is losing its position as the 
destination of choice for intemational students and must take determined 
action to reverse the trend. NAFSA (2006) argues that, to compete effectively in 
the growing global competition for talent, the U.S. must take more seriously its 
stake in welcoming the world's best students and scholars. The report also 
argues that the absence of a national strategy to attract international students 
and scholars is starting to show its effects, and urges a renewed commitment 
by the United States to this important asset. 
According to George J. Borjas, a political science professor at Harvard 
University, "international students contribute to U.S. society not only 
academically and economically, but also by fostering the global and cultural 
knowledge and understanding necessary for effective U.S. leadership, 
competitiveness, and security. Some of the world's most prominent leaders were 
educated in the United States" (Borjas , 2001, pg. 67) . Former Secretary of 
State, Colin Powell (2004) commented "international students and scholars 
benefit from engagement with our society and academic institutions and we 
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benefit enormously from their interaction with our society as they help our 
citizens develop understanding and knowledge that enriches our lives, increases 
intemational cooperation, enhances our national security, and improves our 
economic competitiveness" (p.l4). 
The U.S. is not alone in seeking talented scientists and engineers. There 
is a global competition for the best science and engineering students and 
scholars. According to Wulf (2005), "foreign companies, universities and 
govemments are taking advantage of these immigration policies restrictions 
toward intemational students attempting to study in the U.S. to market 
themselves as friendlier places to get an education in science and engineering. 
In the race to attract top international talent, we are losing ground" (p.57). The 
European Union (EU) and China, among others, are increasing investments in 
science and engineering R&D infrastructure. The EU has already created 
explicit regional policies to improve the climate for intemational scientists and 
en gineers, and individual nations-including the United Kingdom and 
Canada-actively recruit international graduate students to their universities. 
Not only the U.S. govemment, but also advocacy groups, agrees that 
restrictions to the influx of intemational students will diminish U.S. leadership 
in higher education and adversely affect American science and engineering 
expertise that is critical to national security and the growth of the economy 
(Boehlert, 2001; Bush, 2001; NAICU, 2006; CGS, 2005; AAU, 2006). 
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International Students and Graduate Programs 
While the U.S. faces increasing competition from abroad, its own 
students are increasingly turning to non-science and engineering careers. 
Numerous studies have indicated several factors , often field-specific , that can 
influence domestic students' career choices: the length of graduate education, 
whether postdoctoral training is necessary, lack of growth of tenure-track 
faculty positions and uncertainty in research funding , and more attractive 
career opportunities in other fields (Jayaram, 2004; Neuschatz & Mulvey, 2003; 
Garrison & Kincade , 2003). By 2000 (Figure 2.1). about 50% of science and 
engineering doctorate-level workers in many fields in the U.S. were foreign born 
(CGS, 2002). 
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FIGURE 2.1- FOREIGN-BORN IN U.S. SCIENCE AND ENGINEERING OCCUPATIONS BY FIELD AS OF 
2000. SOURCE: NATIONAL AcADEMIES, 2005. 
Little is known about the interaction between the flow of international 
talent to the U.S. and the decisions of citizens and permanent residents to 
choose science and engineering careers. Students in Europe and in countries 
with almost no international students-including China and India-are 
38 
increasingly choosing fields of study outside science and engineering, a trend 
ascribed to declining job opportunities for classically trained scientists and 
engineers in these countries (Jayaram, 2004) . 
Wulf (2005) asserts that as the tide of science and engineering expertise 
rises around the world, it is important for the U.S. govemment and graduate 
institutions of science and engineering to better understand the contribution of 
intemational scientists and engineers to the quality of their graduate programs, 
to the U.S. economy, and national security, so that policies addressing the 
issue can be created to sustain this contribution, as well as find ways to attract 
more U.S. citizens to careers in science and engineering. NSF (2008) argues 
that retirements from the science and engineering labor force in the U.S. are 
likely to become more significant over the next decade : 
• 26% of all science and engineering degree holders in the labor force 
are aged 50 or over. Among science and engineering doctorate holders 
in the labor force, 40% are aged 50 or over. 
• By age 62, half of science and engineering bachelor's degree holders 
leave full-time employm ent. Doctoral degree holders work slightly 
longer, with half leaving full-time employment by age 66. 
NAFSA argues, "the era of robust growth in international student 
enrollments in the U.S. was already over back in 2001. There are now fewer 
international students enrolled in U.S. higher-education institutions than there 
were in the fall of 2001" (NAFSA, 2006). During the 2003-4 academic years, the 
number of intemational students in the U.S. dropped for the first time in three 
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decades-- by 2.4%. International student enrollments continued declining the 
following year. According to NAFSA's report, data for 2006-7 suggest that 
international students' enrollments were flat (NAFSA, 2007). 
International Students and Scientific Advancement 
Government policies that restrict international students and scholars, it 
could be argued, allow more access for homegrown talent in top American 
graduate programs and research facilities (Jacoby, 2004). This can be 
problematic for two reasons. First, The National Foundation for American Policy 
(NFAP) found that in 2004, 60% of the nation's top high school science studen ts 
and 65% of the top mathematics students are children of recent immigrants . In 
addition, during the same year, at the Intel Science Talent Search, which 
recognizes the nation's top math and science students, 60% of the finalists and 
seven of the top 10 award winners were immigrants or their children (NFAP, 
2004). This suggests that immigrants and their children are taking education 
seriously and in effect, account for the majority of the top science and math 
students in the U.S. Second, while investment in higher education and 
research should continuously increase at a pace of 10-12%, the Task Force on 
the Future of American Innovation reported that federal funding for research in 
physical and mathematical sciences and engineering actually declined 37% 
between 1970 and 2004, which has decreased the number of human resources 
trained to create new sciences and technologies in the U.S. 
Despite immigrants and their children's interest in education, such 
immigration policies have most affected universities with programs in sen sitive 
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fields such as biochemistry and nuclear physics, because the universities have 
been prevented from enrolling intemational students and scholars from certain 
countries due to restrictions imposed by the Interagency Panel for Advanced 
Science and Security (IPASS). The Bioterrorism Prevention Act demands greater 
scrutiny of foreign scientists in the U.S. and affects the recruitment of 
intemational researchers and scientists (Hindrawan, 2003). As a result, the 
total number of visiting s cholars during 2002-2003 has declined . The number 
of visas issued to intemational scientists and engineers during that period 
dropped about 55% (National Science Board, 2003). Furthermore, in the first 
year after 9/11 (2001-2002), the U.S. lost more than 80,000 researchers 
(Florida, 2005) . Observers of this decline have noted, "Immigrants with the most 
to offer the U.S. are having the hardest time getting in" (Ante, 2004, P.23) . 
The common belief promoted by media outlets that tight controls on 
intemational students' and scholar visas would make the U.S. a safer place 
may be a myth. An example of such tight control has been the proposal to issue 
a moratorium on all student and scholar visas for up to six months (Clubb, 
2002). In reality, fewer than 2% of the 30 million nonimmigrant visitors, who 
entered the U.S . in 2002, were international students. Clubb (2002) argues that 
'to focus attention on such a small minority of non-immigrants does very little 
to improve national security. On the contrary, accessibility is of greater 
importance. International students and scholars are an important component of 
the foreign policy and national security assets of the U.S." (pg. 145). 
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According to NSF (2008), although the number of science and 
engineering researchers employed in the U.S . has continued to grow faster than 
the growth of the general workforce , this is still a third less than the growth rate 
for researcher s across all Organization for Economic Co-operation and 
Development (OECD) countries. 
Foreign -born scientists in th e U.S . are more than a quarter, and 
possibly more than a third, of the science and engineering doctoral 
degree labor force, and are even more prevalent in many physical 
science, engineering, and computer fields . Along with th e increases 
in graduate education for domestic and foreign students elsewhere 
in the world, national governmen ts and private industry have 
in creased their efforts to recruit the best talent from wherever it 
comes . As a result, the Un ited States is becoming less dominant as 
a destination for migrating scientists and engineers (NSF, 2004, pg. 
3-47). 
Student and postdoctoral t raining h as become part of the larger 
phenomenon of globalization of science and engineering R&D that brings its 
own questions: How essential is it for the United States 
• To maintain its global broad leadership in science and engineering? 
• To introduce incentives to increase the interest of its own students in 
science and engineering fields? 
• To remain the destination of choice for the best international 
students? 
According to NSF (2008), th e importance of foreign -born scientists and 
engineers to the science and engineering enterprise in the U.S. continues to 
grow, despite the fact many of them have earned their graduate degrees abroad: 
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• The demands for international talent in the U.S. science and 
engineering industry is strong, as 25% of all college-educated workers 
in science and engineering occupations in 2003 were foreign born, as 
were 40% of doctorate holders in science and engineering 
occupations. 
• As of 2003, at least 41% of the foreign-born university educated 
science and engineering professionals had their highest degree from a 
foreign educational institution 
• About half of science and engineering doctorate holders in U.S. 
postdoctoral positions may have earned their doctorates outside of 
the United States. 
The U.S . has benefited, and continues to benefit, from this international 
flow of science and engineering knowledge and personnel. However, global 
competition for skilled labor continues to increase. Many countries have both 
increased their research investments and also made high-skilled migration an 
important part of national economic strategies (Wulf, 2005) . An NSB (2004) 
taskforce noted, "global competition for science and engineering talent is 
intensifying, such that the United States may not be able to rely on the 
international science and engineering labor market to fill unmet skill needs" 
(pg. 3 -53). The n a ture of high-skilled migration makes it difficult to count 
foreign-born scientists and engineers working in the U.S. According to an 
estimate based on data from the Census Bureau's American Community 
Survey, slightly over one million individuals in science and engineering 
occupations, 26% of all college-educated workers in these occupations, were 
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foreign born (NSF, 2008). However, these estimates are likely to be on the low 
side, because census occupational classifications miss many individuals who 
use science and engineering knowledge extensively in their jobs, such as the 
case of most university professors teaching in science and engineering fields, 
who are excluded from census science and engineering occupational counts, 
because they are classified as "postsecondary teacher'' (NSF, 2003 SESTAT). 
The scientific and geopolitical impacts of such policies can be significant. 
For example, Roger Pedersen, one of the world's top stem-cell researchers, left 
his position at the University of California, San Francisco, early 2001, to take 
up residency at the Centre for Stem Cell Biology Medicine at Cambridge 
University in the United Kingdom. His concern was that "tolerance for scientific 
exploration is rapidly eroding in the U.S., while other countries are opening 
their arms, minds and pocketbooks to capture a spot in the leaders' pack" 
(Regalato, 2001). Pedersen wasn't the first such scientific casualty, and he 
certainly won't be the last. 
According to CreativeClass.org discussion group, led by professor 
Richard Florida (Wharton School of Management), which studies th e emergence 
and contributions of the creative class, "immigrants already make up about a 
quarter of the high-skilled workforce in Australia and about 20% in Canada --
compared to less than 10% in the U.S." The flight of this creative class of 
professionals, so important for the advance of science and engin eering, 
threatens the U.S. economy's competitiveness (Florida, 2005). The Nordic 
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countries already have the most competitive economies in the world, with 
Finland now at the top and the U.S. in second (CNN Money, 2005). 
The U.S. has also been losing competitive advantage as a leading 
producer of graduate students, dropping from fust to ninth place in less than 
15 years (DOE, 2001) . In 1983, the U.S. contributed to 61% of all ofpublished 
research in physics . This fell to only 29% in 2003 (Physical Review, 2003). "By 
the mid-1990s, the European Union had already surpassed the United States 
as the largest producers of scientific literature . In 2001, Westem Europe 
researchers generated 229,000 articles compared to 201,000 in the U.S., 
57,400 in Japan, and 42,700 in the rest of Asia," (Florida, 2005) . 
Importance for the U.S. National Security 
Higher education has always been a part of America's public diplomacy. 
For decades, U.S. universities have attracted students from around the world, 
many of whom retumed to their home countries and became leaders in every 
field of human endeavor. According to Schultz (200 1), "They took back with 
them not just a world-class education, but also an appreciation for the U.S. 
values and positive personal experiences. This has been one of the most 
effective tools of people-to-people diplomacy" (p. 872). 
The Hart-Rudman report, which in February of 2001 predicted a 
catastrophic terrorist attack on the U.S. and then proposed the Department of 
Homeland Security, stated, " ... the inadequacies of our system of research and 
education pose a greater threat to U.S. national security over the next quarter 
century than any potential conventional war that we might imagine" 
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(Roxborough, 2001, pg. 54). The report was written before 9/11. If it had been 
written afterwards , the term "conventional war'' at the end of the quote would 
have been changed to include the country's own struggle against terrorism 
(Wulf, 2005). The essential point, according to Wulf (2005) is that further 
damaging our system of research and education, including its relation to 
foreign-born scholars and current immigration policies towards international 
students, is a very dangerous strategy. The Hart-Rudman report also indicated 
that "second only to a weapon of mass destruction detonating in an American 
city, we can think of nothing more dangerous than a failure to manage properly 
science, technology, and education for the common good over the next quarter 
century" (Roxborough, 2001, pg. 67). 
International students are seen as leading indicator of global talent flows. 
Florida (2005) argues that "the countries and regions that attract them not only 
have a leg up in keeping them around to fill critical positions, but also in 
attracting other pools of foreign talent" (pg. 135). Current immigration policies, 
however, are not only strongly impairing U.S. global competitive advantage, but 
also contributing to the faltering of higher education in America, since these 
policies prevent talented, foreign-born professionals from creatively contributing 
to the development of new science and technology here in the U.S. (ibid). 
In a statement before the subcommittee on immigration, border security, 
and committee on the Judiciary Committee of the U.S. House of 
Representatives, William A. Wulf, president of the National Academy of 
Engineering (The National Academies) pointed out the importance of foreign -
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born scientists and engineers to the security of the United States. He reminded 
all members of the Committee of the important contributions foreign-born 
scholars, scientists, and engineers have made and continue to make to U.S. He 
argued that international scientists and engineers have come to the United 
States, stayed in large numbers , and as a result, the country has benefited by 
being more prosperous and more secure, in large part, because of them (Wulf, 
2005) . He best summarizes the major impact of current immigration policies in 
higher education, and ultimately national security, in his opening statement, 
" .. .I am convinced that security - real security - comes from a 
proper balance of keeping out those that would do us harm and 
welcoming those that will do us good. Throughout the last century, 
our great successes in creating both wealth and military 
ascendancy have been due in large part to the fact that we 
welcomed the best scientists and engineers from all over the world. 
No other country did that, and nowhere else has the genius for 
discovery and innovation flourished in the way it has here. I am 
deeply concerned that our policy reactions to 9/ 11 have tipped that 
balance in a way that is not in the long term interests of the nation's 
security (ibid, pg. 30). 
It is certainly essential to prevent fraud and ensure the legitimacy of visa 
processing, but this should be done without sacrificing the U.S. position as the 
nation of choice for international students and sch olars. If we allow the Sept. 11 
attacks to drive us to shut the doors of our nation to international educational 
and cultural exchange, we may pay immeasurably in the loss of leadership, 
friendship , goodwill and understanding around the world (Clubb, 2002) . As 
former U.S. Secretary of Education Richard W. Riley asserted "These student 
ambassadors, who make lasting friendships in America and better understand 
our values and way of life, are the future world leaders with whom we will sit 
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down to forge alliances around the globe" (USA Today, 2001) . Many foreign 
leaders have been educated in the U.S., among them: King Abdullah of Jordan; 
former United Nations Secretary General Kofi Annan, from Ghana; Jacques 
Chirac, former president of France; Vicente Fox, former president of Mexico; 
Shimon Peres, current president of Israel; and many others from more than 60 
countries around the world (Schultz, 2001). Higher education has always been 
a part of America's public diplomacy. For decades, U.S. universities have 
attracted students from around the world, many of whom retumed to their 
home countries and became leaders in every field of human endeavor. They 
took back with them not just a world-class education, but also an appreciation 
for the U.S. values and positive personal experiences. This has been one of the 
most effective tools of people-to-people diplomacy (Ibid). 
Backgr·ound on Student and Exchange Visa Policies 
The Immigration and Nationality Act has served as the primary body of 
law governing immigration and visa operations since 1952. Since then it has 
been amended several times, most recently by the Illegal Immigration Reform 
and Immigrant Responsibility Act of 1996, the Patriot Act of 2001, the 
Enhanced Border Security and Visa Entry Reform Act of 2002 , and the 
Homeland Security Act of 2002, which created the DHS. DHS is responsible for 
the activities of the INS. The Homeland Security Act also gave the DOS sole 
responsibility for vetting and issuing documents for travel into the U.S. and 
made DHS responsible for setting visa policy and for overseeing the activities of 
persons once they arrive in the U.S. Both agencies coordinate with the Federal 
Bureau oflnvestigation (FBI), the Department of Justice (DOJ), and other 
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entities to meet security requirements (White House, 2003) . 
Although over the years many visa classes have been created, there are 
no classes specific to graduate students or postdoctoral scholars. Which visa a 
prospective student or scholar needs is often dependent on where students are 
in their stage of graduate study, how long they have been in the U.S., and, for 
postdoctoral scholars, in which sector they are performing research (i.e . 
national laboratories, universities, industrial settings, etc.) . Most intemational 
students and scholars use nonimmigrant visas covering educational activities, 
mainly F-1 and J-1 visas, but less often M- 1 (vocational schools), H-1b 
(specialty workers) visas as well . In addition, graduate students and scholars 
coming to U.S. for scientific meetings or short-term research collaboration that 
do not require university enrollment are admitted on B-1 (business) visas. 
The Influence of Student and Exchange Visa Policies Post 9 f 11 
Globalization and the increasing restrictions and monitoring via SEVIS 
and Visa Mantis to F- 1 and J-1 visas since 2001 appear to be threatening the 
influx and study work of intemational students to U.S. science and engineering 
graduate programs. Visa issuance policy changes, as a result of the Patriot Act , 
particularly through SEVIS and SAOs - mainly Visas Mantis and Condor--
appear to be having adverse effects as the enrollment of international students 
in U.S. universities has substantially declined, scientists choose to hold 
conferences overseas, and American businesses are shifting critical meetings to 
locations outside the U.S (NAFSA, 2004). 
As depicted earlier in Table 1.3, in 2002, the number of student visas 
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issued by the U.S. dropped by 20%, falling an additional 8% in 2003- the two 
largest drops since the government began tracking international student 
statistics in 1952 . Th e rejection rates have also increased to a record 35% in 
2003, after a 34% for 2002 . In 2004, international student applications 
dropped about 33%, the same as the number of international students that 
applied for the Graduate Record Exam (GRE), suggesting international students 
and scholars are facing considerable obstacles to studying in the U.S 
(Hindrawan, 2003). The Institute of International Education (liE) estimates that 
international student visas to the U.S. have declined by more than 2 million 
between 2001 and mid-2002 alone (liE 2002, 2003) . The liE most recent reports 
(Fall, 2006 & 2007) also in dicate that 35% of educational institutions blame the 
SEVIS system and delay I denials cau sed by SAO, as the major reasons for the 
decline of international student enrollments. There are other major reasons 
also contributing to this lack of applicants, including cost of tuition/fees at U.S . 
institutions and decisions to enroll in another country's institutions (liE, 2007). 
According to Johnson (2004), in the long-term, this trend may compel 
applicants to exclude U.S. universities and apply elsewhere. Florida (2005) 
states that international students are no longer willing to face all the difficulties 
imposed by U.S . immigration laws and the Patriot Act, as increasing numbers of 
prospective applicants are choosing to pursue options in other countries, 
mainly in Australia, New Zealand, the United Kingdom, and Canada. They are 
responding to current U.S. immigration policies by "voting with their feet" 
(Johnson, 2004, p. 213), which causes a decline in enrollments, preventing 
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quality international students from strengthening science and engineering 
programs, and could jeopardize the global competitiveness of the U.S. 
(COSEPUP, 2005; Florida, 2005; Borjas, 2003; Todd, 2003; Neuschatz & 
Mulvey, 2003). 
This trend can also be detrimental to the quality of science and 
engineering graduate programs, as the fresh contributions brought by these 
students and their tuition revenues may be lost (Brown, 2004). International 
students pay full tuition and are not eligible for financing or government 
assistance. Some argue that international students who stay in the U.S. after 
graduation contribute to its economic competitiveness by pumping more than 
$14 billion annually into the U.S. economy (NAFSA, 2006). Therefore, the 
enrollment of international students in graduate science and engineering 
programs has economic as well as competitive advantage implications, with a 
significant impact on university revenues as well as on the U.S . economy. 
While there is widespread agreement on the need for these recent 
student/ exchange visa policies, which have been included in the Patriot Act 
(P.L. 107-56), some experts say that these policies can have unintended 
consequences for the quality and future of graduate science and engineering 
programs in American educational institutions, as well as national security 
(Wulf, 2005; Johnson, 2004; Clubb, 2002). The Department of Homeland 
Security, federal agencies, and the scientific and technical community have 
proposed or taken other actions. The Patriot Act has addressed activities 
relating to graduate programs by controlling the visa entry and educational 
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programs of international students, and tracking their movement through the 
higher education system, through systems such as SEVIS and Visa Mantis 
(PATRIOT/USA Act, H.R. 3525, S. 1749). In addition, the Patriot Act also 
addresses activities related to limiting access to scientific and technical 
information, including controlling access to R&D laboratories, self-policing, 
classification and reclassification of already released materials, withdrawal of 
information from federal agency websites, possible additional exemptions to the 
Freedom of Information Act (FOIA), and withholding information categorized as 
"sensitive but unclassified." 
Legislative proposals dealing with access to biological agents that could 
be used by terrorists are also addressed (Patriot/USA Act, H.R. 3448, S. 1765, 
H.R. 3160, S. 1635, H.R. 3457, and S. 1764). These include proposals to 
register students who would be using potentially toxic biological and chemical 
agents; to inventory laboratories that conduct research using pathogenic 
biological agents; to limit access to R&D laboratories and biological research 
agents; and to give tax preferences to firms that develop tools to deal with 
bioterrorism. Researchers argue that among the unintended consequences of 
these actions are the high fmancial costs, especially to academic laboratories, of 
instituting security and tracking measures, the possible deleterious impacts on 
freedom of scientific information exchange and scientific inquiry, and the 
possible loss to the U.S. of international students and technical workers in 
areas of short supply among U.S. citizens (Johnson, 2004; Task Force on the 
Future of America Innovation, 2004; NAICU, 2006; Florida, 2005; Wulf, 2005) . 
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Current international student/ exchange visa policies may also be 
affecting scientific advancement for economic progress and national security 
(Wulf, 2005; Clubb, 2002) . Research, such as that of the Task Force on the 
Future of America Innovation, suggests that restrictive immigration policies are 
hurting not only graduate programs in science and engineering, but also 
domestic students in those programs, and the nation's ability to innovate and 
compete in the global marketplace (TFFA, 2004). At the same time, due to visa 
delays or denial, since 9/ 11 many international students who had intended to 
study in the U.S. enrolled at other Anglophonic institutions elsewhere, mainly 
in Australia, New Zealand, United Kingdom and Canada (Florida, 2005). 
Trends in Acceptance and Enrollment Pre- and Post 9/11 
Several trends can be noted in visa issuance in recent years. F -1 visa 
issuance showed a strong, long-term upward trend from 1966 through 2001. 
Currency exchange rates tend to have a significant impact on stipends, cost of 
living, and travel expenses for intemational students, and therefore, impacts 
visa applications . Each year, thousands of international science and 
engineering students and scholars apply to enter the U.S. on student and 
exchange programs. After 9 I 11 , compliance with current student/ exchange 
visa policies appears to be too burdensome. The extended length of time it takes 
to obtain a visa is very problematic. Due to these delays in the visa process, the 
U.S. may be losing the top intemational students to other countries (GAO, 
2004). The United States General Accounting Office (GAO) argues that the time 
it takes to adjudicate a visa depends largely on whether an applicant must 
undergo a security check known as Visas Mantis, which is designed to protect 
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again st sensitive technology transfers . Based on a random sample of Visas 
Mantis cases fo r science and engineering students and scholars sent from posts 
between April-June 2003, GAO found that it took an average of 67 days (Figure 
2 .2), for the security check to be processed and for DOS to notify the post. In 
addition, GAO's visits to posts in China, India, and Russia in September 2003 
showed that many Visas Mantis cases had been pending for 60 days or more 
(GAO, 2004) . 
Average Time Frames for Visas Mantis Adjudication Process, April to June 2003 
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FIGURE 2.2 -AVERAGE TIME FOR VISAS MANTIS ADJUDICATION PROCESS. SOURCE: GAO, 
2004. 
GAO also found that the way in which Visas Mantis information was 
disseminated at the FBI made it difficult to resolve some of these cases 
expeditiously. Consular staff at the posts GAO visited said they were unsure 
whether th ey were contributing to lengthy waits because they lacked clear 
guidance on when to apply Visas Mantis checks and did not receive feedback on 
wh ether they were providing enough information in their Visas Mantis requests. 
Another factor that may affect the time taken to adjudicate visas is the wait for 
an interview. The waiting time at the posts GAO visited was generally 2-3 weeks 
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but could be longer depending on the time of the year (GAO, 2004) . For these 
reasons, as well as the higher costs for education in the U.S. , international 
students are increasingly favoring other countries, in part because of the 
additional requirements needed for compliance under these recent policies 
(Florida, 2005) . Brazilian students, long a source of talent for MBA programs in 
the U.S., have since 2003 increasingly chosen European business schools . 
Impressed with the growing numbers of applications for graduate study, Oxford 
University reports " ... most of these applicants are intemational students who 
opt out of applying for top American universities" (Smith, 2003, pg. 103) . 
As a result of SEVIS and visa issuance policies after 9/ 11, according to 
the Office of Immigration Statistics (2003), there has been a deep decline in F - 1 
visa issuance beginning in 2001, and continuing through 2003. J - 1 visa 
issuance, mostly to Europeans, has followed similar patterns, with a large 
increase of issuance in the 1990s and a mild downturn after 200 1. As of fall 
2005, the downturn has reflected an increased refusal rate more than a 
decreased application rate. The DOS (2004) argues that, as of 2004, denial 
rates had decreased considerably and were approaching 1999 levels . The 
adjusted refusal rate for F-visa applicants actually peaked in 2002. The 
"adjusted refusal rate" is calculated with the following formula: 
(Refusals- Refusals Overcome/Waived) 
I 
(Issuances+ Refusals- Refusals Overcome/Waived). 
Example for determining an "F" Visa Adjusted Refusal Rate for Country X: 
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1. "F" visa applicants from Country X, applying for their visa s worldwide, had 
305,024 issuances; 20,548 refusals; and 8,880 refusals overcome/Waived. 
2. Refusals minus Refusals Overcome/Waived = 20,548- 8,880 = 11,668 
3 . Issuances plus Refusals minus Refusals Overcome /Waived = 305,024 + 
20,548- 8 ,880 = 316,692 
4 . 11,668 divide by 316,692 = 3.7%, which is the Adjusted Refusal Rate 
Some visa refusals can be overcome by presenting additional 
information. "Overcomes'' are cases in which an initial decision to deny or 
suspend processing in a visa case is overcome by the new information or 
changed circumstances that establish an applicant's eligibility for the visa. 
Some visa refusals require a waiver of ineligibility which must be approved by 
the DHS before a visa may be issued. The number of visa applicants wh o 
receive waivers of ineligibility is not considered when calculating adjusted 
refusal rates . This is because a visa applicant requiring a waiver of ineligibility 
must apply for that waiver and receive approval before obtaining a visa with the 
waiver annotated . As shown in Figure 2.3, the refusal rate for J -visa applicants 
rose steadily from 2000 through 2003 . 
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Several indicators suggest changes in intemational student/ exchange 
visa issuance are directly related to changes in visa and immigration policies 
and structures after 9 I 11. The implementation of SEVIS and the enhancement 
of Visa Mantis/Condor screening led to closer scrutiny and longer times for visa 
processing (Alphonso, 2005). According to an article signed by 22 scientific, 
engineering, and academic leaders in The Chronicle of Higher Education (2004), 
the effects of the increased security were felt mostly by newly accepted and 
continuing students, who expressed dismay at the new degree of difficulty in 
57 
obtaining visas. Data from the CGS (2005) survey of graduate science and 
engineering intemational students' applications indicate a 5% overall decrease 
between 2004 and 2005. As depicted in Table 2 .1 , engineering graduate 
programs saw a 7% decrease, while life science graduate programs saw a 1% 
decrease, and physical science a 3% decrease {Brown & Doulis, 2005). 
Table 2.1 - Ch ange in applications, admissions, and enrollments for 
intemational graduate students. SOURCE: Brown, 2004 and CGS, 2005. 
Total % Engineering % 
Applications* -28 (-5) -36 (-7) 
Admissions - 18 - 24 
Enrollments -6 -8 
* 2004-2005 data In parentheses. 
Life 
Sciences % 
-24 (-1) 
- 19 
-10 
Physical 
Sciences % 
-26 (-3) 
- 17 
+6 
What seems to be driving the decline in enrollment is "a mix of reduced 
applications and reported difficulties in obtaining nonimmigrant visas" (Brown 
& Doulis , 2005, p . 3 1). CGS (2005) argues that the three main causes of 
declining applications, admissions and enrollments are increased global 
competition for students, ch anges in U.S. visa policies, and the not so favorable 
perceptions of the U.S . abroad. According to the American In stitute of Physics 
(AlP) survey, between 2002-2003 school years, about two-thirds of the doctoral-
granting physics departments and about half of the master's-granting 
departments reported that they h ad accepted intemational students who were 
not able to register due to visa difficulties . 
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Standards for Comparison 
Wulf (2005) argues that after the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001, 
there has been a dramatic decline in the number of visas gran ted to fore ign 
students applying to study in the United States. The National Science Board 
(2003) reports that, between 2001 and mid-2002 alone, more than two million 
international student visas were declined. At the same time, due to visa delays 
or denial, many of these international students who had intended to study in 
the U.S . enrolled in institutions elsewhere . Standards for comparison can be 
drawn from the leading countries attracting and enrolling international 
students, mainly Australia, the United Kingdom and Canada. In terms of 
absolute numbers, the five leading nations a side from the U.S. are: the UK, 
Canada, Germany, France and Australia (liE, 2005). 
International Student Enrollment in Australia 
The number of international students in Australia's higher education 
system has been growing by 15 to 20% each year. Australia already attracts, 
proportionally, far more students than th e United States, four times as many 
students as a share of its students, 17%, versus 4% in United States (Florida, 
2005). A survey conducted by Justin Brown (2004) , ofiDP- Education 
Australia, reports a growth in international student enrollment in Australia of 
more than 100% in less than 5 years, from 60,000 in 1996 to 143,788 in 2001. 
In 2004, for the first semester alone, there was an increase of 11% in 
international student enrollments, 118,369 students, with 35% coming from 
Southeast and Central Asia, and 25% from the Middle East, of which 42% came 
from Iran. The pie chart below in Figure 2.4 shows the breakdown of 
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international students attending Australian universities by region, as of the 
second semester of 2004. 
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International Student Enrollment in the United Kingdom 
The growth of international student enrollment in the United Kingdom 
has also been significant. The British Council (2004) reported an increase of 
enrollment in 2002 of more than 20% compared to 200 1, and of 23% compared 
to 2002. By comparison, the total number of international students enrolled in 
higher education during that time in the UK grew to 45% of the number in the 
United States. Such an upward trend in international student enrollment was 
part of a strategy launched by then Prime Minister Tony Blair in June 1999 to 
increase the number of international students and to build long-term, 
sustainable relations between the UK and other countries through education 
and training. The initiative combines the activities and resources of 
Government, education institutions and the British Council and has been 
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funded at approximately GBP 2 million per annum since 2000/2001. It is 
important to note that the UK has as many reasons to be concerned with 
terrorism as the U.S. , not only because of its partnership with the U.S . in the 
fight against terrorism (the British too have had their share of terrorist strikes 
in the past few years), but also because of Britain's own long history of fighting 
terrorism. The graph below in Figure 2.5 projects the global demand for UK 
higher education in the next 20 years (British Council, 2003). 
Global demand for UK Higher Education 
1.400,000 
1,200,000 / 7 1,000,000 / - Study in own 800,000 / country 600,00 
---
- Study in UK 
/ ---------400,000 
_.,...?-
200,000 
0 
2003 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 
FIGURE 2.5- GLOBAL DEMAND FOR UK HIGHER EDUCATION. 
SOURCE: BRITISH COUNCIL, 2003 
International Student Enrollment in Canada 
Despite the fact that Canada did not have a department of education, as 
did the U.S ., the Canadian govemment has taken the issue of intemational 
students and exchange very seriously. Following Australia and the UK, Canada 
is today the third fastest growing (English-speaking) intemational student 
destination in the world . Following the elimination of the federal deficit in 1997 
and growing budgetary surpluses thereafter, the Canadian government ramped 
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up its spending on research and innovation at an unprecedented pace . Between 
1998 and 2005, the Canadian government has been investing a cumulative 
amount of more than $11 billion, of which a significant part is to fund 
university research (Fournier, 2003). The Canadian government's ambitious 
objective is to have Canada rank among the top five countries in the world for 
R&D performance by the end of the decade. International students are taking 
notice, especially in light of the many restrictions to study in the U.S. (ibid). In 
recognizing the importance of marketing education internationally, the 
Canadian government's strategy is to "position Canada as a destination of 
choice for talented foreign students and skilled workers by more aggressively 
selecting and recruiting through universities and in key embassies abroad" 
(Fournier, 2003). To support such goals, Canada's Minister for Foreign Affairs, 
Mr. Bill Graham, announced the government's commitment to find ways to 
encourage international students to study in Canada through means such as 
"changes to visa regulations ," provisions for more internships, and coordinated 
marketing efforts among business organizations, provincial marketing agencies 
and federal departments (Fournier, 2003). 
A major incentive that bolsters the strategy is that the total cost of study 
in Canada, including tuition fees and living expenses, is among the lowest in 
the English-speaking world and is comparable to European countries such as 
France . Tuition fees at Canadian universities for Master's and Doctoral degrees 
are, on average, the lowest in the world. In addition, international students who 
graduate from colleges and universities are authorized to stay on and work for 
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two years now, rather than one (Brown, 2004). 
SEVIS Overview 
The Student and Exchange Visitor Information System (SEVIS) is a 
networked computer system set up to track information on nonimmigrant 
international students and scholars attending school in the U.S. The U.S . 
govemment created SEVIS to aid in the maintenance of information conceming 
international students and scholars. SEVIS applies to non-immigrant aliens 
who are in the country on an F, J, or M visa. The SEVIS requires authorized 
educational institutions, such as universities, laboratories, non-profit 
organizations and secondary schools, to monitor intemational students and 
scholars and maintain their records. 
The Patriot Act of 200 1 provided legal impetus for the creation or 
redevelopment of several information processing systems to monitor and track 
the entry-exit of non-immigrants entering the U.S , including the National 
Security Entry-Exit Registration System (NSEERS), the U.S. Visitor and 
Immigrant Status Indicator System (U.S.-VISIT), and the Student and Exchange 
Visitor Information System (SEVIS). The Patriot Act, Section 414, cited that the 
entry-exit system of 1996 was to be implemented as soon as possible (Federal 
Register, April21 , 2008; Morinaka, 2007). In addition, it expanded the types of 
schools required to participate in the tracking system, which now includes 
flight schools, language training schools, vocational schools, technical schools, 
and beauty academies, for a total of approximately 75,000 institutions (Arnone, 
2002; Kern, 2003; Urias & Yeakey, 2005) . SEVIS enables all U.S. embassies, 
U.S. consulates, U.S. ports of entry, exchange programs, and all institutions of 
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education that enroll international students in F-1, M- 1, orJ- 1 status to be 
linked simultaneously (AACRAO, 2004; Kern, 2003). 
The SEVIS database contains the same information that institutions that 
host and sponsor the international students have collected and maintained for 
over SO years. In the past, each school or sponsor was responsible for 
maintaining the information on its own students. What has changed is that the 
foreign student and exchange visitor information is now maintained in a 
centralized database. This provides Immigrations and Customs Enforcement 
(ICE) with real time access to information about the foreign students and 
exchange visitors and their status, and enables ICE to provide advance 
information to assist the Department of State with visa screening, as 
information entered into SEVIS by the institutions is downloaded from SEVIS to 
the consular offices overseas that are responsible for issuing the student visas 
once a student has been accepted to an educational institution or exchange 
program (liE, 2003). 
The SEVIS database includes the students ' biographical data, address, 
and area of study, as well as program start and end dates. Within 30 days 
following the deadline for r egistering for classes, the school is required to report 
if students failed to register. Furthermore, during each term or session, schools 
are required to report, within 30 days following the registration deadline, 
whether the student has enrolled at the school, dropped below a full course of 
study without prior authorization, or failed to enroll; the current address of 
each enrolled student; and the start date of the student's next session or term. 
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Within 21 days of a change of any information, schools are required to report 
any "reportable events" such as : failure to maintain status or complete the 
program; change of name or address; early graduation or completion of 
program; any disciplinary action taken by the school as a result of the student 
being convicted of a crime; and any other notification request made by SEVIS 
with respect to the current status of the student (IIE, 2003). 
According to IIE (2003), SEVIS is an extremely complicated IT project 
that involves over 6,000 institutions entering in information and maintaining 
records that must be communicated with ICE representatives and DHS 
inspectors at U.S. Ports of Entry. In addition, data must be transmitted on a 
regular basis to U.S. Department of State consular offices around the world. 
Many of the potential drawbacks involve difficulties in implementing this 
system, including technical difficulties , input of erroneous information, and 
difficulty in accessing the data. Students could be inadvertently reported as 
being out of status, or could encounter difficulties at the Ports of Entry if their 
records are not correct or are not accessible in the system. Further, it has been 
costly and time consuming for institutions to enter all of the student data into 
the system and in many cases to develop applications that can handle th e new 
data needs. However, SEVIS is primarily a system for maintaining and 
transmitting information, and, when implemented properly, should not cause 
students to fail to obtain a visa or interfere with their enrolling in the programs 
to which they have been accepted (IIE, 2003). 
At the educational institutions, SEVIS can be accessed only by the 
65 
Primary /Designated School Officials (DSOs), who are authorized by DHS to 
utilize the system. The P/DSOs must keep records of any "reportable events" on 
intemational students and scholars, such as arrival/ departure, school transfer, 
no-show, leave of absence, extension/termination of educational program, 
change of major, change of academic level, dependent/family information and 
work authorization among others. P/DSOs also rely on ROs and AROs for the 
entry and viewing of data, but no changing or deleting capabilities. 
International students and scholars who violate their visa requirements become 
subject to investigation by the officials of ICE and possible deportation from the 
United States. Intemational students who leave the U.S., even briefly, without 
their SEVIS 1-20 paperwork will not be allowed to return until it is in their 
possession. 
While SEVIS was created in response to 9/ 11 , its existence was 
mandated by a law passed in 1996, the Illegal Immigration Reform and 
Immigrant Responsibility Act (IIRIRA). Back in 1997, the former Immigrat ion 
and Naturalization Service (INS) started the pilot program called Coordinated 
Interagency Partnership Regulating International Students (CIPRIS). The system 
was set up by the INS in collaboration with the State Department and the 
Department of Education. The CIPRIS was used in 21 higher education 
institutions in mainly Southern States as well as the Atlanta Hartsfield Airport 
and the INS Texas Service Center. According to Susan Geary, deputy director 
for the Student and Exchange Visitor Program (SEVP), as of September 30, 
2005 students (F -1 visas) registered with SEVIS and considered to be "in 
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status" numbered 639,755. As for exchange visitors (J-1), there were 178,543 
students "in status" with SEVIS (Geary, 2004). 
The SEVIS system automatically places a student "out of status" if 
student falls below 12 units/ credits. The student's record will be updated with 
SEVIS throughout the semester. Students who fail to maintain status lose the 
privileges of their student visa and become subject to deportation. Specific 
consequences may include denial of re-entry to the U.S., inability to move from 
undergraduate to graduate status, denial of requests for Practical Training, 
denial of requests to change visa status, and possible denial of all future visa 
applications. If a student drops below a full course of study without prior 
approval from the school DSO, the event is reported to U.S. Citizenship and 
Immigration Service (USCIS) , via SEVIS, and the student becomes "out of 
status." The student may apply to USCIS for reinstatement if the violation 
resulted from circumstances beyond his or her control. Reinstatement is 
intended to be a rare benefit for exceptional cases. The student may not apply 
for reinstatement under any circumstances if he or she is out of status longer 
than 5 (five) months. If USCIS does not reinstate the student, he or she may not 
appeal against that decision. 
According to Sylvia Kless (2004), on an article for the Chronicle of Higher 
Education, SEVIS creates a difficult situation for international-student advisers 
who have been forced into the uncomfortable new role of continuous reporting 
on international students to the DHS. The difficulty resides on the fact that 
while faculty provide information about those students to th e school's DSO, 
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they must also serve as th e students' counselors, advisers, and advocates. 
The Security Advisory Opinion 
Security Advisory Opinion (SAO), or Washington Special Clearance, 
commonly known as "security clearance, administrative clearance, or 
administrative processing," is a process the Department of State and the 
diplomatic missions of the U.S. use in deciding to grant or deny a visa to certain 
visa applicants. Apart from the DOS, the process involves other agencies of the 
federal government of the U.S., especially those under DHS. Some of the 
agencies involved are the FBI, CIA, Drug Enforcement Agency (DEA), 
Department of Commerce (DOC), Department of Treasury's Office of Foreign 
Assets Control, Interpol, and the DOS's Bureau of International Security and 
Nonproliferation (MIT, 2004). 
As depicted in Figure 2.6, the process of requesting a SAO involves 
several steps, beginning by sending a request from the visa issuing post to the 
DOS's headquarters in Washington, D.C., to investigate an individual's case for 
possible espionage, terrorism, and illegal export of technology out of the United 
States (Jacobs, 2003). 
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FOREIGN SCIENCE STUDENTS AND SCHOLARS, BUT FuRTHER REFINEMENTS NEEDED (2005) 
The process for issuing a U.S. visa, possibly including a Visas 
Mantis/Condor (among others) check SAOs have been the source of long delays 
for determining if a graduate science and engineering student or scholar should 
be issued a visa or not. As a result, U.S. Government Accountability Office 
(GAO) alerted the U.S . government that "students and scholars with science 
backgrounds Inight decide not to come to the United States, and technological 
advancements that serve U.S. and global interests could be jeopardized" as a 
result (Ford & Brummet, 2005). In Inid-2003, SAOs were subinitted to DOS for 
about 2% of the applicants , 245,000 SAOs processed in 2006, and over a 
Inillion SAOs processed in the period from September 200 1 to May 2007 
(Simkin, 2007). The DOS claims that 80% of SAOs are cleared within two 
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weeks, but the general expected time for a clearance is unknown (Bell, 2005), 
while various diplomatic posts mention some average times. For instance, the 
website of th e U.S . embassy in Ankara (Turkey) mentions up to six to eigh t 
weeks' wait, which only reflects the recent experience of the post, and does not 
reflect actual statistics (Ford & Brummet, 2005). The DOS's Foreign Affairs 
Manual (2006), which is a reference for diplomatic posts, mentions that 
"[ ... ) posts can expect a wait of a minimum of twenty (20) 
business days to receive responses, although some responses 
will arrive well within that time frame. However, complicated 
cases can take some time to resolve, particularly if there are 
other U.S . Govemment agency concems to consider" (pg. 6). 
According to another GAO report, by November 30, 2004, 87% of Visas 
Mantis cases (one of the various types of SAOs) had been cleared in 30 days or 
less, 5% were taking 31-60 days, 5% were taking 61-90 days, 1% were taking 
91 - 120 days and the final 2% were taking more than 120 days (Ford & 
Brummet, 2005). The average time was 15 days, which was significantly 
reduced, as the same report mentions that during October 2003, the average 
was 75 days (ibid.). By February of 2005, the Department of State mentioned 
that it "has been able to decrease the average time to obtain Visas Mantis 
clearance to less than 14 days" (DOS, 2004). 
The validity of the clearance, which specifies a deadline for the time a 
visa could be issued, is based on its type, and ranges between three and 48 
months . During the period of validity, posts can usually issue another visa for 
the applicant without requesting a new SAO if the applicant's circumstances 
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haven't changed much (Ford & Brummet, 2005). 
Visa Mantis 
Th e Visa Mantis program was established in 1998 and applies to all 
nonimmigrant visa categories, including student (F-visa), exchange visitor (J-
visa), temporary worker (H-visa), intra-company transferee (L-visa), business (8-
visa), and tourism (8-2 visa) applicants. Visas Mantis and Visas Condor are 
intended to provide additional scrutiny for scholars who may pose a security 
risk. If a Visa Mantis clearance expires and the international scholar needs a 
new visa, s/he must wait for another Visa Mantis clearance. Though the 
average time for processing a Visa Mantis clearance is less than 14 days, some 
Visa Mantis clearances may take months or, in extreme cases, years . The 
validity of the Visa Mantis clearance varies by visa type. The Visas Mantis 
process is triggered when a student or exchange-visitor applicant intends to 
study a subject covered by the 15 categories found on the Critical Fields List 
(CFL) of the DOS's Technology Alert List (TAL). The TAL was originally drawn 
up as a tool for preventing proliferation of weapons technology and was later 
applied by embassy and consular officials when reviewing student visa 
applications . Th e express purpose of the TAL is to prevent the export of "goods, 
technology, or sensitive information" through such activities as "graduate-level 
studies, teaching, conductin g research , participating in exchange programs, 
receiving training or employment" (DOS, 2004) . 
The TAL includes a greatly expanded list of technologies with potential 
"dual-u se" applications and identifies certain fields and technologies that may 
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have military applications. The TAL list is very comprehensive, including 
almost every technology or skill involving chemistry, biochemistry, immunology, 
chemical engineering and pharmacology, etc. The wide scope of this list means 
that nearly every research scientist, physician, academic and engineer involved 
in any of these fields could be required to undergo a Visa Mantis security check. 
According to guidance by the DOS, a Mantis clearance is generally not 
warranted if the technology falls within the public domain or if it involves 
information that would generally be taught in an academic course (DOS, 2004). 
If flagged by Mantis, a nonimmigrant-visa application requires a SAO, 
which may involve input from several federal agencies. Initially, Mantis 
procedures were applied on entry and each re-entry to the U.S. for persons 
studying or working in sensitive fields. In 2004, SAO clearance was extended to 
1 year for those who were returning to a U.S. govemment-sponsored program 
and performing the same duties or functions at the same facility or organization 
that was the basis for the original Mantis authorization (DOS, cable 04 State 
153587). In 2005, the DOS extended the validity of Mantis clearances for F, J, 
H, L, and B visa categories. Clearances for F visas are valid for up to 4 years 
unless the student changes academic positions. H, J, and L clearances are valid 
for up to 2 years unless the visa holder's activity in the U.S. changes. 
In 2004, the proportion of Visas Mantis visitors cleared within 30 days 
began to rise substantially, as shown in Figure 2.7. In October 2003, over 40% 
took 45 days or more to clear; as of 2006 virtually none takes that long and 
fewer than 15% take more than 30 days (GAO, 2005). 
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It is difficult to assess the effect of recent changes by field of study, 
because visa issuances are not categorized in this way. Visa admissions data 
have such classification, but there can be multiple entries per visa, so it is not 
an effective measurement tool. Data collected through SEVIS could be very 
helpful in better understanding the international science and engineering 
student flows , but they too are limited because the data begin in 2003, do not 
differentiate graduate students from postdoctoral scholars, and do not identify 
postdoctoral scholars who travel to the United States on H -1 b, or other 
nonimmigrant visas. 
NAFSA (2006) praises the DOS for reducing the visa delays and other 
obstacles international students and scholars face. but says more needs to be 
done. In a well-publicized incident in February 2006, for example, a prominent 
Indian scientist, Goverdhan Mehta, dropped his plans to attend an academic 
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conference at the University of Florida in protest over what he called 
"humiliating" treatment by U.S. officials during his initially unsuccessful 
request for a visa (Rane, 2006). NAFSA (2006) recommends the government to 
eliminate the requirement that visa applicants prove they do not intend to 
immigrate, remove or adjust caps on the number of work visas granted to 
foreign students who wish to stay on after graduation, allow more flexibility in 
the visa-application review process, and allow short-term study on tourist visas. 
Congress is already working on some of these issues through major new 
legislation in the politically charged area of immigration (Bollag, 2006). While 
the bill adopted by the House back in 2006 contains no changes in student-visa 
regulations, according to Amy Scott, senior federal relations officer of the 
Association of American Universities (AAU), the recently passed Senate bill back 
in 2007 "contains changes that would ease restrictions on foreign students in 
science, technology, or mathematics specialties, according to higher-education 
officials monitoring the legislatiQn" (Scott, 2007, pg 89). 
Visa Condor 
In 2002, a new antiterrorist screening process called Visas Condor was 
added for nationals of U.S.-designated countries that sponsor terrorism, 
including Iran, Libya, Syria, Cuba, North Korea, and Sudan. That addition 
initially overloaded the Visa Mantis SAO interagency process and slowed Mantis 
clearances, drawing criticism and calls for improvement (GAO, 2004). In 2004, 
the GAO showed that the average time for such clearances were about 67 days. 
The problem of extended waiting times for clearance of nonimmigrant visas 
flagged by Mantis and Condor has for the most part been addressed 
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successfully (GAO, 2005) . Visa Condor is responsible for many of the delayed 
visa issuance to international students and scholars because, rather than a 
security clearance in which the applicant's information is sent to Washington 
for a full security review, Visa Condor is a 30-day delay period in the issuing of 
the visa. This period of 30 days gives the cooperating agencies time to issue an 
opinion and voice objection to issuance of the visa. If n o agency provides any 
objection to the issuance of the visa, after 30 days the applicant normally 
receives the visa (GAO, 2004). 
The specific criteria for Visa Condor checks are classified. However, 
these checks are typically based on several factors: 
• The information that may trigger greater scrutiny include unexplained 
travel to predominantly Muslim countries in the last 10 years, prior 
employment in sensitive areas, military service for certain nationals, 
or specialized skills or training that may have military or security 
implications. This information needs to be disclosed at the time of 
visa application (Form DS- 157), which is required for all male 
students and scholars between the ages of 16 and 45, and for all 
applicants aged 16 and over who are from Cuba, Iran, Iraq, Libya, 
North Korea, Sudan and Syria. 
• The intemational student's! scholar country of birth, citizenship, or 
residence may also require a Visa Condor check. If intemational 
students/scholars were born in a "T-7" or "List of26" country, they 
will likely be subject to a Condor security check. 
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The T-7 countries include Cuba, Iran, Iraq, Libya, North Korea, Sudan 
and Syria. The List of 26 countries are Afghanistan, Algeria, Bahrain, Djibouti, 
Egypt, Eritrea, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Jordan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Libya, Malaysia, 
Morocco, Oman, Pakistan, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, Somalia, Sudan, Syria, Tunisia, 
Turkey, the United Arab Emirates, and Yemen. According to U.S. Department of 
State reports, approximately 80% of Visas Condor clearances are completed 
within 30 days (GAO, 2005). There are other visas that also affect international 
graduate science and engineering students and scholars, two of them are Visa 
Eagle and Visa Donkey. Visa Eagle requires a ten days waiting period and is 
used for applicants who are being sponsored by the U.S. government to come to 
the U.S. Visa Donkey is more complex, as the procedure requires authorization 
from the DOS before a visa may be issued to an applicant and is used for those 
who would not qualify for Visa Eagle procedure (NAFSA, 1999). 
Arguably the biggest improvement to the system came in July 2004, 
when the FBI became a "silent partner" in the Visas Mantis process, rath er than 
an active participant. Since then, the DOS has not had to wait for the bureau to 
check a n a me before responding to its embassies and consulates with a 
recommendation to approve or deny the visa, though the FBI still reports when 
the check is complete. More than 2,000 cases have been cleared as a result, 
most of them from India and Russia. But while processing times have improved, 
perceptions abroad have been slower to change (Field, 2004). Higher-education 
groups believe' that more needs to be done to restore the U.S. reputation abroad 
and recommend that Visas Mantis clearances should be extended for the 
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duration of study. Wendy D. White, director of the Board on International 
Scientific Organizations at the National Academies of Science (NAS) argues that 
"the same people shouldn't have to be going through the system over and over 
again" (Field, 2004, pg 156). The DHS has ascertained that it would consider an 
extension for the duration of a student's study, though the likelihood for a two-
year extension was probable . The two agencies are also considering refining the 
TAL, which many universities have said is overly inclusive (GAO, 2004). 
The US-VISIT System 
After DHS had implemented SEVIS, it rolled out the United States Visitor 
and Immigrant Status Indicator Technology (U.S .-VISIT) in 2006, another 
program that may help to provide consular officials independent verification of 
applicant identity. Universities have increased their efforts to facilitate the 
immigration and enrollment of graduate students by setting earlier application 
deadlines, sending earlier notification, and offering counseling, and making 
better use of communication technologies (Brown, 2004). The U.S.-VISIT is a 
U.S . immigration and border management system. The system involves the 
collection and analysis of biometric data (such as fingerprints) , which are 
checked against a database that tracks individuals deemed by the United States 
to be terrorists, criminals , and illegal immigrants. According to DHS the U.S. -
VISIT is a top priority because it enhances the security of U.S. citizens and 
visitors, facilitates legitimate travel and trade, ensures the integrity of the 
immigration system, and protects the privacy of visitors to the U.S. (DOS, 
2004). U.S .-VISIT is part of a continuum of security measures that begins 
overseas and continues through a visitor's arrival in and departure from the 
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United States. It incorporates eligibility determinations made by both the 
Departments of Homeland Security and State . 
Critics contend that the system is too inaccurate to be an effective 
solution. Barry Steinhardt, director of the American Civil Liberties Union's 
Program on Technology and Liberty, in an article on The Japan Times (Hongo, 
2007), states that the watch list is "bloated and full of inaccuracy", calling the 
policy a "total failure ". He stated, "Whether or not the loss of liberty is worth the 
security gained is not a question - because no security is gained. " 
The Knowledge Gap 
In 2005-2006, reports provided by government-sponsored organizations, 
such as the Institute of International Education (liE), DOE and DOS, reported 
that the enrollment numbers of international students were climbing back, 
indicating that more students were being accepted at American graduate 
institutions than they were in the couple years following the 9/ 11 terrorist 
attacks. The Council of Graduate Schools (2005), however, contradicted these 
findings. 
In 2006, after reporting a plunge on foreign students ' graduate 
enrollments in 2005-2006, CGS reported that international graduate student 
enrollment in science and engineering had just begun to climb due to special 
agreement between the federal government and countries such as China and 
India. These countries have burgeoning populations of undergraduates to feed 
into graduate programs in the U.S . In the summer of 2006, Saudi Arabia agreed 
to send 150,000 students to attend U.S . graduate programs in science and 
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engineering (CGS, 2006). Around the same time, the National Association of 
Independent Colleges and Universities (NAICU) reported that American colleges 
and universities were still feeling the aftereffects of 9/11 terrorist attacks, 
particularly with regards to new visa regulations and international scholars 
exchanges, as well as science and engineering curriculum offerings, campus 
risk-management, and security planning (NAlCU, 2006). 
There are inconsistent understandings of these trends between 
government-sponsored and advocacy groups' reports, which have consequences 
for how international students' immigration policies are interpreted and 
implemented. On the one hand, government-sponsored reports (liE, 2004, 
2005; NSF, 2004) indicate that the barriers imposed by international student 
immigration policies post 9/11 have been adjusted to ease the application 
process and enrollments of international students in graduate science and 
engineering programs. On the other hand, advocacy groups (i.e. National 
Association of Independent Colleges and Universities, Association of American 
Universities, National Foundation for American Policy, Council of Graduate 
Schools) and researchers report a continuous decline in international student 
enrollments , caused by dismay, long delays, better opportunities elsewhere, 
intrusive monitoring, tuition costs, and program disruptions (NAICU, 2006; 
AAU, 2006; CGS, 2006; Brown, 2004; Florida, 2005; New York Times Editorial, 
2005). 
The National Academies for Engineering (2005) has heeded the 
international media warnings that the SEVIS tracking system is akin to parole 
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monitoring for common criminals. All combined, these factors have led to a 
feeling among non-Europeans that they are not welcome in the U.S., prompting 
several media sources to publish many stories, of scholars from China and 
Muslim countries who were denied re-entry into the U.S. after trips abroad, and 
the nontransparent visa application process and seemingly arbitrary visa 
rejections for scholars from non-EU countries (FTD, 2004; Le Monde, 2003; 
Liberation, 2003; Le Figaro, 2004). 
Various reports sponsored by the Federal government and advocacy 
groups tend to provide incongruous evidence about applications and 
enrollments of international graduate students in science and engineering, as 
well as the impact of current student/ exchange visa policies on these programs, 
faculty and student body. It is not completely clear why such discrepancy 
exists . One issue is that government-sponsored reports do not specifically 
survey enrollments of science and engineering graduate programs, and do not 
include data regarding the number of international students not applying to 
U.S. universities . It only reports on visa application and enrollments, not 
taking into consideration the number of students being asked to drop their 
courses in the middle of a semester -which this researcher has witnessed 
during the course of my own doctoral program -- and return to their countries 
for additional interviews, or not having their visas renewed. Furthermore, since 
9/ 11, the IIE and the CGS have attempted to quantify the effects of SEVIS and 
student/ exchange visa changes on the flow of international graduate students 
and postdoctoral scholars. These surveys, while providing important data on 
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recent trends, have many limitations. Some reports are very recent and do not 
provide enough historical data to draw any conclusions; others lump several 
graduate degrees in their results, not being specific to science and engineering. 
None of them reports on the drop of international student applicants, only on 
visa denials or approvals . 
These conflicting reports do not give a clear picture of the influx of 
international students in science and engineering graduate programs situation. 
Although at least four organizations conduct graduate-enrollment surveys, their 
results are hard to compare. The NSF conducts the Survey of Graduate 
Students and Post doctorates in science and engineering. The DOE conducts 
the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS). The liE fields the 
Open Doors survey, while the CGS, the Graduate Enrollments and Degrees 
Survey. These surveys use different sampling methods and request different 
information. IPEDS uses institutional and student self-reported data. NSF, 
CGS, and liE use institutional questionnaires. Questions are not easily 
compared. 
Moreover, the definition of graduate student differs: liE reports on all 
masters' and doctoral degrees; CGS includes only masters' and doctoral degrees 
and differentiates by field and degree· IPEDS provides more comprehensive 
data, and NSF surveys graduate departments and counts masters' and doctoral 
program enrollment and degrees. Institutional coverage differs between surveys. 
Data from CGS' 2005 survey of graduate science and engineering applications 
indicate a 5% decrease in applications during 2004-2005, with a 7% decrease 
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in en gineering programs, and a 1% and 3% decrease respectively for life and 
physical sciences (CGS, 2005, 2006). But data from the American Institute of 
Physics (AlP) indicate that the proportion of intemational physics graduate 
students peaked at 55% in 2000, after rising for decades, and then declined 
10% between 2000 and 2002 due to reduced applications and difficulties in 
obtaining visas (Neuschatz & Mulvey, 2003) . 
Cu rrent international students' immigration policies are also associated 
with other indirect problems, such as the hindering of international scholar 
exchanges, and increased costs for campus risk-management, which all set up 
barriers that, whether unintended or not, deter students from coming to U.S. 
(NAICU, 2006). Accurately quantifying the nu mber of international stu dents 
gaining access to graduate programs in scien ce and engineering is, therefore, 
inconclusive. The research findings sponsored by both the govemment and 
advocacy groups are at best under-represented. No fool-proof or simple 
approach to intemational students and immigration policies has been found 
(Lubienski, 2003; Johnson, 2004). It is not clear, therefore, how international 
student immigration policies' are actually affecting enrollments and graduate 
science and engineering programs. It does not seem effective for U.S. colleges 
and universities , as well as researchers on the topic, to acknowledge, in an 
abstract sense, that foreign student immigration policies may, or may not affect 
these students' ability to study in America, or the quality of the science and 
engineering programs in which they would enroll (Macedo, 2000; Farmer, 
2002) . There must be opportunities to hear different views directly, face to face, 
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from people who hold them, such as PDSOs, DSOs, ROs, AROs, as well as 
science and engineering higher education institutions' administrators, rather 
than relying only on statistical data that (due to discrepancies from different 
sources) are hard to correlate . 
The U.S. student visa issuance policies and SEVIS are still in flux . The 
administration has responded to academic and industry leaders and added staff 
for visa processing and clearances (New York Times, 2005). The DOS has 
worked to expedite processing ofF I J visas at consular posts and embassies 
(DOS, 2004, 04 State 154060). A survey of wait time posted on the DOS Web 
s ite indicates that student-visa applicants have a much shorter wait time than 
other nonimmigrant-visa applicants . The DOS has also worked to reduce the 
time in which SAO is issued and extended its validity period (Edson, 2005). 
A Pilot Study 
During the fall of 2006, I conducted a pilot study at four universities in 
the Boston-MA area. I designed a survey to explore the views of administrators, 
faculty, and international and domestic students on the influence of 
international student immigration policies post 9 I 11 on science and 
engineering graduate programs (see Pilot Statistics Summary in Appendix C). A 
total of 228 e-mail invitations to anonymously participate in the pilot survey 
were sent, as a combination of random e-mail addresses to faculty, school 
administrators, international and domestic students I had known, from various 
disciplines and higher education institutions along the 10 years I have been 
teaching at some of these schools in the greater Boston, MA area. In addition, I 
requested the potential respondents to forward the invitation to any one they 
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believed to have interest on the issue. The number of forwarded emails was 
unknown. 
From that list, a total of 36 actual confirmed respondents , including 
school administrators, faculty, international and domestic students at four 
higher education institutions in the greater Boston area were selected, and all 
of them answered the survey. Respondents were all affiliated with graduate 
science and engineering programs, including 12 international and 16 domestic 
students, 4 administrators, and 4 faculty members. They answered a 13-item 
questionnaire (see Appendix D for sample results) available online. It is 
important to note that the objectives of this present research are not the same 
as of at the time of the pilot. From the pilot I learned insightful data, which 
guided in the redesign of the current research, which is discussed later on 
under the Methods section. The survey questions from the pilot asked how the 
respondents found that post-9 I 11 immigration policy was influencing 
international student enrollments at their graduate science and engineering 
programs. The questions explored their views on several aspects of post 9 I 11 
immigration policy, including the Academic Freedom and Freedom of Scientific 
Inquiry, Bioterrorism Preparedness and Response, the Communications 
Assistance for Law Enforcement Act, USA Patriot Act, and SEVIS. 
Overall, the student responses to the online survey tended to diverge 
from the views of administrators and faculty. When asked about how the 9 I 11 
terrorist attacks affected their science and engineering graduate programs, 
international students responded that the policy changes had affected their 
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programs in a variety of ways-including visa delays, increased costs of course 
enrollments and monitoring; requirements to leave the U.S. for visa renewals; 
subtle discrimin ation; and inconsistencies in how to comply with the 
immigration policies and procedures, particularly SEVIS. Most domestic 
students (13 out of 16), however, reported that they were unaware that such 
immigration policies had had any effect on their programs, and were also 
unaware of the requirements imposed on their intemational classmates, often 
wondering if their absence had anything to do with immigration, or disinterest 
for the programs being offered. They also appeared not interested in the subject 
and stated that overall they did not believe that immigration policies applied to 
intemational stu dents could impact their programs. Only one student felt there 
was an impact due to the dismissal of a faculty member for "unknown" reasons, 
suspecting that it may have been linked to post-9 /11 policies. By contrast, the 
4 administrator responses indicated that they were much more aware of the 
impact of such policies: 3 of them noted the in creased costs of 
recruiting/monitoring international students during their program, mainly due 
to SEVIS implementations, visa requirements, and accountability. Aside from 
the financial impact on recruitment, the administrators did not specifically 
mention any other effects . The faculty perceived even fewer effects, citing a few 
isolated cases of intemational students dropping courses . Overall, 26 of the 36 
respondents did not indicate that they had noticed that post-9 I 11 policies had 
affected their programs. Ten of the 12 international students added some 
comments in th e space provided. The 36 respondents expressed different views 
on the issue, many citing govemment-sponsored data, often showcased in the 
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media, indicating that the "crisis" was over. But some international students 
and administrators had a different view: 4 out of 12 international students and 
2 out of 4 administrators referred to advocacy group's data, or their own views 
on the matter. Most respondents did not report that they had a significant or 
official administrative role with the international student body on campus. It is 
important to note that only one of these four universities was on the NSF's 
(2004) Top 30 Universities with the highest population of international students 
in science and engineering. 
The pilot study findings suggested that the effects of post 9 j 11 
immigration policies on international student enrollment in graduate science 
and engineering programs are unclear. It also suggested that the scope of 
research was too broad, which brought me to refocus the question of the 
current research to encompass the influences and effects of SEVIS and student 
and exchange visa policies on science and engineering graduate students' influx 
and study in the U.S. exclusively. This pilot study also informed my sampling 
and design strategy. For example, this allowed me to decide that interviewing 
citizen/ permanent resident students or faculty would not contribute much to 
further our understanding of how SEVIS and student/ exchange visa policies 
influence science and engineering graduate programs and international 
students in these programs because they do not have exposure to the issue, 
except from anecdotal sources. It also helped me decide not to interview 
international students, as they too don't have much understanding of how 
SEVIS and visa policies work, as they typically rely on visa processing agencies . 
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They do have a personal insight and experience of how they felt going through 
the visa process, but this sort of data can be extremely subjective, hard to 
corroborate and goes beyond the scope of this study. 
The proposed study is based on the belief that the solutions for this 
problem will be more complex than either those advocating an intrusive control 
of the international student community to enhance national security (Farmer, 
2002; Lubienski, 2003; MacDonald, 2005; Macedo, 2000), or those suggesting 
that the access of international students at U.S. graduate science and 
engineering programs should be as open as it used to be in the post -Sputnik 
era (Clubb, 2002; Florida, 2005; Johnson, 2004; Wulf, 2005). 
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Chapter III: Methodology 
The research question underlying this study was the following: 
"What effect has SEVIS and the implementation of changing visa policies 
(F-1) after 9/11 had on the numbers and path of study of international graduate 
students and scholars in science and engineering programs in the U.S. ?» 
Purposes, Participants, Methods, and Delimitations 
The purpose of the study, consistent with the research question, was to 
gather detailed information about how SEVIS and visa policies have affected the 
influx and study of international student in science and engineering. Data were 
collected by means of an online survey (see Appendix E) and semi-structured 
interviews of DHS-designated school officials (PDSOs, DSOs , ROs, and AROs), 
admissions officials, and science and engineering department chairs . The 
sample institutional population included the leading science and engineering 
universities in the U.S . with the highest (top thirty) numbers of international 
students as listed by NSF (2004). 
The study also included examining documents and materials from the 
universities being researched in this study related to SEVIS requirements , 
tasks, operations, and monitoring of international students before and after 
9/11. 
The Online Survey 
The online survey explored how respondents view the effects of SEVIS on 
graduate international students of science and engineering post 9/ 11. I tested 
the survey questionnaire for content and construct validity, making sure the 
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questions I was asking where adequate for the answers I received, and if those 
answers were in line with the literature reviewed, be it positively or negatively. I 
used my pilot study to test the questions (content validity), and based on the 
answers I received to test for construct. For instance, during my pilot study I 
had included mostly open-ended questions, and made sure that there were no 
leading questions or wording that could narrow participant responses . I also 
shared the survey with colleagues knowledgeable on the topic and research 
methods. This was done prior to sending the survey out. The results of the pilot 
helped me decide for using a Likert-scale questionnaire, in an attempt to 
increase the rate of participation, by making it easier for respondents to answer 
the questions, and validate content, and to minimize the effects of my biases on 
the responses and their interpretation (see Appendix G for survey protocol 
used). I was concerned that my biases could affect the structuring of the 
questions, and even more so my interpretation of any open-ended responses. 
As was the case with the earlier pilot study (see Appendix D), the online 
survey was based on a survey engine provided by Constant Contact, Inc . 
(www.constantcontact.com), which provided not only a web-based survey tool 
but also basic statistical tools for the demographics portion of the survey. The 
survey was subject to the following limitations: 
1. It did not seek to elicit the SEVIS operators' and users' personal views 
regarding the implementation of the system itself and how it impacts 
their work, experience and day-to-day. Rather the study was intended 
to analyze and reflect the experiences and perspectives of SEVIS 
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operators, admission's officials and science and engineering 
department chair solely with regards to how SEVIS and F-1 visa 
policies have influenced the influx and studies of international 
students. 
2 . It investigated only how SEVIS and student (F -1) visa policies 
influenced the influx and studies of intemational graduate science 
and engineering students at U.S. universities and did not consider 
the influence on or of domestic students and scholars (U.S. citizens 
and permanent residents), and faculty. 
3 . While the influence of SEVIS and student visa policies on 
intemational science and engineerin g students may extend to various 
graduate programs within an academic institution, the data 
collection-for reasons previously described-was directed only at the 
science and engineering graduate programs. 
4. While 1, 133 members of the target population were invited to 
participate in the survey, only 75 chose to do so. (Another 18 
responded in writing by e-mail.) This may have affected the 
generalizability of the findings . 
The survey asked for quantitative information about relevant trends (e.g., 
population of international students before and after 9 I 11 , applications, 
enrollments, and SEVIS monitoring issues) and questions dealing with issues 
related to these trends which the interviews focused mainly on the influence 
and impact of SEVIS and F -1 visa policies post-9 I 11 on the influx and 
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programs of study of international student (F -1 visas only) in graduate science 
and engineering programs. 
Semi-Structured Interviews 
The follow-up semi-structured interviews included 2 1 interviewees from 
the four leading u n iversities with the highest population of international 
students in graduate science and engineering programs (NSF list), with in 100 
miles radius of Boston-MA. These interviews were optional to all survey 
respondents, were recorded and conducted face-to-face as much as possible, or 
over the phone. These semi-structured interviews explored the views and 
experience of respondents in greater depth and allowed them to go beyond the 
con straints of the multiple-choice survey in discussing and reflecting on their 
views of how SEVIS influences international students' influx and academic 
work in graduate science and engineering programs. 
It was hoped that about 20-48 interviewees would have been selected 
from a possible pool of 75. I planned to interview as many as possible, but no 
less than 20. In the end, 21 respondents agreed to be interviewed. As with the 
survey process, many interviewees felt uncomfortable to talk about SEVIS and 
F -1 visa policies--especially the SEVIS professionals--, or did not feel they knew 
enough about the topic, which was the case of most department administrators. 
For those that agreed to be interviewed, the great majority expressly requested 
my assurance of confidentiality and anonymity. Despite these limitations, I 
sch eduled in-depth interviews to further explore and discuss the influences of 
SEVIS and F -1 visa policies on international graduate science and engineering 
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students, cross reference and triangulate the responses of the survey, and 
explore any additional information and ernie themes that may arise. All selected 
interviewees satisfied the same inclusion criteria used for the survey 
respondents and have opted to participate in the interview. 
Table 3.1 describes how I went about selecting the population for the 
semi-structured interview. There were four universities within 100-miles radius 
of Boston-MA that were part of NSF's list as one of the highest in population of 
intemational students in graduate science and engineering programs. To 
protect the university and the interviewee's anonymity and confidentiality, I 
devised a code to be used instead of their names (see Appendix J for respondent 
identifier code legend).Table 3.1 also lists the number of interviewees per 
category I expected to interview at each institution. 
Table 3.1 - Survey sampling strategy 
Targeted SEVIS operator Department Admissions Total science and 
engineering and Head& Official & Questionnaire 
1 terviewees Administrator Individual Individual Respondents 
& Individual Identifier Code Identifier Code 
Targeted Identifier Code 
science and 
engineering 
Graduate 
Universities 
University 1 U1SV3-8 UlDHl-2 UlAOl -2 5-12 
University 2 U2AD3-8 U2DH1 -2 U2A01-2 5-12 
University 3 U3AD3-8 U3DH1 -2 U3A01-2 5-12 
University 4 U4AD3-8 U4DH1 -2 U4A01-2 5-12 
Total Interviewees 12-32 4-8 4-8 20-48 
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As depicted in Appendix J , an identifier code was generated for each 
interviewee to protect confidentiality and preserve anonymity. The first two 
digits of the code identified the university (e.g. U1, U2, U3, etc.); the second two 
digits identified the rank or position of the interviewee (e .g. DH for department 
head/ chair; AO for Admissions Official; SV for SEVIS operators such as 
P /DOSs, ROs, and AROs); and the last two digits identified each interviewees 
that was interviewed per institution (e.g. 01, 02, 03, etc.). 
All selected interviewees satisfied the following inclusion criteria: a ) 
affiliation with one of the four selected universities within a 100-mile radius of 
Boston, MA; b) willingness to participate in the anonymous online survey; c) 
holding a position as a department head or admissions official listed in a 
science and engineering graduate program at one of the targeted universities' 
websites or holding a position as a SEVIS operator or administrator designated 
by DHS; and e) having read and sign the informed consent form (see Appendix 
F) prior to gaining access to the survey. Respondents received the form via 
email, signed and returned it via fax or e-mail. 
During the semi-structured interview sessions, interviewees were initially 
asked probing questions regarding the influence of SEVIS and F -1 visa policies 
according to an interview guide (See Appendix N for interview guide). They were 
allowed to elaborate from there on and sh are what was in their mind. I took 
field notes during the interviews to record my initial observations of 
respondents their reactions and interactions, and informal comments and 
exchanges during field site visits to each university. Following these visits, I 
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wrote memos to record my thinking, reactions, reflections, and 
conceptualizations, while keeping them separate from the participant 
observation field notes recorded during my visits to the university campuses. I 
reviewed and coded both field notes and memos, then entered these coded 
memos with the coded interview transcripts as files into NVIVO software for 
cross-referencing with survey and interview transcripts for data analysis. 
Data Analysis 
The data analysis was ongoing, and the methods were a bit different for 
the survey and interviews. In the interviews, I attempted to condense and 
transform the data by coding and analyzing it throughout the data gathering 
process. By open coding, I looked for pattems and themes, and then I 
constructed cross-survey /interview displays and matrices (see Appendix H for a 
sample from the pilot study). In the transcripts, I identified themes and 
metaphors that interviewees used to describe or explain how SEVIS may have 
influenced or influence intemational science and engineering students and 
scholars in graduate programs. I also checked for and systematically considered 
and did not ignore divergent explanations that may have disconfrrmed my own 
v1ews. 
Survey Analysis 
In the surveys, I used tables and matrices for textual data analysis and 
theory construction, to tally the responses to the Likert-scale questions from 
the survey and field observation data. Once entered, the data were coded for 
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each respondent, to preserve the integrity of his or her responses. To code the 
data initially, I used the categories of the questions in the survey. I remained 
open to identifying and tagging new concepts and themes that emerged from 
respondent comments to the fmal question open to "Additional Comments." I 
also conducted descriptive statistic analysis of the Likert-scale online survey to 
provide simple summaries of the response results. I used graphical displays or 
tabular descriptions of the data to summarize results and comparisons of 
responses. I developed a histogram to show the averages (central tendency) and 
statistical variability of results of the survey. 
I used words, phrases, and concepts directly from the text as codes . The 
coding allowed me to label the themes arising from the data, and sort the 
information into distinctive categories. I ranked order them from most 
frequently occurring value to the least (e.g., enrollment, SEVIS compliance, visa 
policies, international student apprehension; glitches on SEVIS). I gave special 
attention to the final open-ended question responses on the survey, by 
identifying and cataloguing the themes that emerged in the responses and 
comparing these emerging themes across respondents and field observation 
data, identifying pattems, and then grouping by category of university affiliation 
(e.g., Dept. Chair; ADO, RO; Admission's Official) in a matrix to organize the 
data into pattems. I then performed some basic frequency/cross-tabulations on 
the data to measure the quantifiable responses. 
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Interview Analysis 
Interviews were transcribed immediately after the interview sessions, and 
then coded. I read the interview transcripts and coded first by question in the 
Interview Guide, then by open coding to tag themes that emerged. For the first 
cut at coding, I grouped and sorted interview responses by the main research 
questions. Then I open coded to tag themes and insider, or emic, concepts that 
emerged on both survey responses and interview transcripts when interviewees 
explained or made sense of their own experience at their respective universities. 
I coded and analyzed the memos and field notes (Strauss, 1987), as a source for 
substantive categories (e.g., "lack of knowledge about SEVIS," "SEVP special 
requests", "innovative strategies," "increased security," "SEVIS compliance"), 
inducing new meanings from the available data. 
For example, what were deviations from patterns already identified, and 
did those that emerged corroborate the findings of any corresponding reports 
that have been already conducted by govemment-sponsored or advocacy 
groups? If not, what may have explained these discrepancies? If yes, what 
factors may have explained these responses or interesting (validating or not the 
literature reviewed) responses that emerged from the survey and interviews, and 
how did they helped answer the overarching study question? 
I summarized the preliminary results of the data analysis with data 
matrices or charts that organized and_compressed interviewee concepts and 
issues. Appendix H provides a sample matrix (with categories from the pilot 
study), which I used during the data analysis process of the semi-structured 
interview results, to provide a way of organizing the data when I coded interview 
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tran scripts. Such a matrix allowed me to extrapolate from the data enough to 
begin to discern systematic patterns and interrelationships between interviews 
and the online survey results . 
At this stage, additional, higher order categories or themes emerged that 
went beyond those first discovered during my initial data analysis. As patterns 
were recognized, I identified the properties of categories and constructs (e.g., 
dimensions of a problem) by annotating the dimensions of a given theme and 
listing divergent opinions. 
Validity of the Qualitativ e Data 
By qualitative validity, for this study, I meant a broader concern for 
wh ether th e con clusions being drawn from the data accurately convey the 
responden ts' meanings. To ensure that the data collected accurately reflected 
the views of the interviewees and not my own interpretations; I made sure to 
transcribe each interview verbatim. I was alert to patterns of inter-connection in 
the data that differed from what I had expected. In addition, I systematically 
addressed five (5) possible types of validity threat: Reactivity, Researcher bias, 
Participant bias , Misinterpretation, and member's check. 
a. Reactivity - To minimize the validity threat of my influence on the 
respondents, I made every effort to ensure they trusted me enough and 
share what they really believed. I briefed them on the purpose of this study, 
referred them to the research prospectus and informed consent, and 
emphasized that I was open to learning their views; 
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b . Researcher Bias- Initially, I expected to find a significant negative impact of 
SEVIS and F-1 visa policies on the influx of graduate intemational students 
on science and engineering at educational institutions in the U.S. I also 
anticipated an increasing struggle of international students trying to keep 
themselves in-status with SEVIS due to their lack of information about 
SEVIS and visa policies, and how they work, as well as lack of preparedness 
on the part of department administrators and SEVIS professionals-not to 
mentioned student service advisors-and, a potential increase in deportation 
of students for falling out-of-status in SEVIS. The data, however, while 
exposing problems both with the SEVIS technical system and with human 
policy implementation processes worldwide, suggested that university 
personnel were acting to support international students and to mitigate the 
potentially negative effects of SEVIS locally. 
c. Respondents ' biases or misunderstanding of research purposes- To ensure 
that respondents and interviewees were not afraid to voice their true views, 
for example, because they may have feared that I had a hidden agenda, I 
clearly conveyed to them that I did not work or represented any govemment 
institution, that I had no stake in the results of this study, except for the 
interest in the information that could be provided for academic reasons , and 
that I was going to protect their privacy, anonymity and confidentiality; 
d. Member checks, as cumulative data were gathered from semi-structured 
interviewees, I tested it through pattem matching, and explanation building. 
For example, I paraphrased my understanding of something interviewees 
said during the semi-structured interviews and asked them during the 
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interview or in a telephone call to react to it or confirm that my 
interpretation had correctly captured their view. I also reread the survey 
responses and transcripts to check for support, conflicts or discrepancies 
with my findings from the pilot study and literature review. 
Validitv of Coding & Analytical Categories 
I ensured that the conceptual framework that emerged from the views of 
interviewees accurately represented their understandings of the issues by 
analyzing the transcript data: 
a. I wrote analytic and reflective memos to record my own reactions and 
reflections on the interviews and kept them separate from field observations 
of actual interview comments and behaviors during the interviews; 
b. I conducted meaning checks (Agar, 1980) with interviewees after I have 
coded the transcripts, to verify that I had correctly understood the intended 
meaning of their views or comments, by paraphrasing. I used some of the 
"Additional Comments" that emerged at the end of the survey to follow-up in 
interviews as a source for themes to pay attention to. This required 
modification of some of the interview questions; 
c . Recurrent themes, as well as new themes were tagged and checked for 
discrepancies; I paid heed to discrepancies and followed-up with a telephone 
call to further discuss with the interviewees, where possible and necessary; 
d. Coding: To strengthen the reliability of the coding, I asked a second reader (a 
colleague) to code a transcript, and then compare the consistency and inter-
rater reliability of the coding. For example, I shared transcript excerpts with 
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a colleague of mine at Nichols College, Dr. Joanne Newcombe, Ed. D., chair 
of the Department of Education, after she agreed to code a transcript for 
internal validity; she has also advised me in the development of the Likert-
scale questionnaire for internal validity as well. 
e. Triangulation was used as a separate data collection strategy to help ensure 
validity. I collected and analyzed data from multiple sources, including 
review of relevant literature, memos and notes, survey and interviews. These 
sources did not necessarily corroborate one another, and may even conflict, 
but fulfill the two main goals of this triangulation: the confirmation and 
completeness of data. Above all, for this study, I intended to use 
triangulation by consciously using multiple data sources and methods to 
cross-check and validate my findings continuously. From these different 
data sources, I considered and did not ignore competing and disconfirming 
as well as confirming explanations. 
Validity of the Conclusions 
Before I could draw any conclusions, I had to step back to consider what 
the analyzed data meant and to assess their implications for the questions of 
this study. The reliability and validity of the data required me to revisit the data 
as many times as necessary to cross-check and verify emerging conclusions. I 
tested the meanings emerging from the data for their plausibility and 
confirmability. For instance I referred back to the literature reviewed, 
transcripts of interviews, and was willing to, if necessary, to contact the 
respondent/interviewee, to paraphrase my assumptions and ask them to 
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confirm if I understood what they meant (Miles and Huberman, 1994, p. 11). As 
a consequence-seeming to support the validity of the methodology-while 
some initial expectations were confirmed, others were not. For example, I 
expected to find evidence of international students struggling to keep 
themselves in-status with SEVIS due to their lack of information about SEVIS 
and visa policies, and h ow they work, as well as lack of preparedness on the 
part of department administrators and SEVIS professionals-not to mentioned 
student service advisors-and, a potential increase in deportation of students 
for falling out-of-status in SEVIS. However, the research data did not support 
this hypothesis. 
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Chapter IV: Data Analysis, Results and Findings 
Overview 
This study provided the opportunity for a better understanding and in-
depth analysis of how SEVIS and the implementation of changing international 
student visa policies after 9 j 11 have influenced the influx and studies of 
graduate international students in science and engineering programs in the 
U.S. The implementation of SEVIS has required a higher level of scrutiny of the 
student visa procedures, and introduced strict student monitoring policies and 
measures. American universities, particularly those with the highest population 
of international graduate students in science and engineering, had to adapt to 
changes brought by SEVIS and post-911 new international student visa 
policies. These changes have influenced the way international students apply, 
are accepted at science and engineering programs, admitted into the U.S., 
enrolled at higher education institutions, monitored, and comply with their F - 1 
requirements while studyin g at graduate universities in the U.S. Some of these 
changes have been beneficial while others have negatively impacted these 
educational institutions, their educational programs, and the international 
students. 
This section provides data addressing such issues, extracted from survey 
results and digital recording transcripts taken during semi-structured 
interviews with science and engineering department head/ chairs, admissions 
officials and SEVIS professionals --such as P/DSOs, ROs, and AROs--at the 
international student service offices. The findings of both the online survey and 
the interviews underline SEVIS and visa policy influences on international 
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students in an involved and insightful way. For a comprehensive list of 
acronyms used , p lease refer to Appendix K. 
Major Research Question 
The overarching question was: Since its inception, what influence has the 
Student Exchange and Visitor Information System (SEVIS) had on the graduate 
study ofintemational science and engineering students (F-1 Visas) from 
application to graduation? 
Sub questions 
• How h ave SEVIS and student/exchange visa policies influenced th e 
international graduate science and engineering student population? 
• How h ave SEVIS a nd student/ exchange visa policies influenced th e influx of 
international science and engineering graduate students at graduate 
programs? 
• How have SEVIS and student/exchange visa policies influenced University 
science and engineering graduate Programs? 
• How have SEVIS student registration and admissions' requirements affected 
the university's ability to ensure that science and engineering programs 
attract top international talent? 
• How have SEVIS monitoring requirements affected international students' 
academic work and science and engineering programs continuity and 
efficiency? 
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Overview of the Study and Findings 
This study comprised of an online survey and in-depth interviews. The 
data collected through the survey allowed for a broader population of 
respondents, enabling the capture of several perspectives of science and 
engineering department administrators, admissions officials and SEVIS 
professionals. The data collected from the interviews provided a detailed and in-
depth perspective on how SEVIS and F -1 visa policies have influenced and are 
still influencing graduate science and engineering programs, and intemational 
students in those fields . 
Online Survey Data 
There were 1,133 survey invitations sent out to prospective respondents 
whereas 75 of them responded to the survey. Another 18 prospects refused to 
answer the survey but willingly provided email feedback regarding their views 
on the questions of the survey. In exchange for their participation in the survey 
all respondents were granted anonymity. Therefore, all respondents are listed 
without the educational institution's name or contact information, except when 
permission was granted . 
When asked about the position they held at the educational institution, 
as depicted in Figure 4.1, the online survey found that the majority of the 
respondents , 29 out of the 75 surveyed, were Primary /Designated School 
Officials (P /DSOs), while 7 were Responsible Officials (ROs) and 16 Assistant 
Responsible Officials (AROs). Nine of them were department heads/chairs and 
15 admissions officials. 
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functionality of SEVIS has caused a certain portion of intemational 
student advisors to see themselves as deputies of the Department of 
Homeland Security. They take on an enforcement approach to their 
responsibilities and let that approach supersede their role as educators. 
I think it would be rather easy to slip into that mindset without 
institutional support or peer feedback, which I think explains why (in my 
experience) we're more likely to encounter these "deputized" advisors at 
smaller institutions. However, there are some larger institutions which 
have unfortunately adopted this approach as well. 
Yet another SEVIS professional corroborates the same feelings expressed 
by these other two professionals by writing that " ... pre-9 / 11 we were 
counselors. Now we are more like compliance officers , which creates tension 
with our role as educators. " 
SEVIS is the vehicle used to enforce many of the policies and legislation 
placed into effect regarding international students (DOS, 2002). When asked 
about how reliable respondents felt SEVIS data are , as depicted in Figure 4.4, 
the results did not show a strong conviction regarding the reliability of the 
system's data. 
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* Position: 
Number of Response 
Answer ()% 10~ Response(s) Ratio 
P/DSO g)! 39.1% 
RO 
-
I 9.4% 
ARO 1§ 21 .6% 
Department Chair l! 12.1% 
Admissions OffiCial 1.2 20.2% 
Other Niew alll 22 29.7% 
Totals 74 100% 
FIGURE 4.1- POSITIONS HELD BY RESPONDENTS AT THE TIME OF THEM TAKING THE SURVEY. 
In addition, 22 of the responden ts were more specific, identifying 
themselves as holding positions other than the ones listed in the survey, as 
depicted in Figure 4 .2 , indicating that some respondents held multiple positions 
(e.g. Director- PDSO and RO, Associate Dean and Research Professor, Incoming 
Department Chair and Programs Director) . 
* Position: 
22 Response(s) 
Answer 
Assodate Dean and Research Professor 
Graduate Programs Manager 
Interim Chair 
Assistant Director. lnrl Students & Scholars 
As so. dean for faculty & staff 
Dir. In~ Students & Scholars 01Tice 
GAA with Honors Program 
Coordinator of Academic Programs 
Director. lnrl Student & Scholar SeiVices 
Director. Mechanrcal Engineering 
Assoc. Cahlr for Graduate Studies 
Incoming Department Chair and Graduate Programs Director 
Research SCientist 
Student SerAces 
Assistant Director 
Graduate AdVIsor 
Director· PDSO and RO 
Professor 
Graduate Program Coordinator 
Ass ocate Dean for Academic Alfairs 
Student 
SEVIS Records Coordinator 
~ pw page • Updat~ 
Respondent 
Anonymous 
Anonymous 
Anonymous 
Anonymous 
Anonymous 
Anonymous 
Anonymous 
Anonymous 
Anonymous 
Anonymous 
Anonymous 
Anonymous 
Anonymous 
Anonymous 
ricardo_maldonado@harvard.edu 
aswath@uta.edu 
assaf@psu.edu 
ccraft@usc.edu 
piotr@newark.rutgers edu 
na~r@1it.edu 
yankova2@illinoJs.edu 
cmoca@Du. edu 
FIGURE 4.2 - REsPONDENTS THAT HELD POSITIONS OTHER THAN THE ONES LISTED IN THE 
SURVEY. 
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When asked if they have been involved in servicing graduate 
international students since at least December of 2000 --prior to 9 I 11 terrorist 
attacks-- as depicted in Figure 4.3, 54.6% of respondents indicated they were, 
while 44% indicated they were not. One respondent did not answer the 
question. These results indicate that almost half of the respondents did not 
have much experience in their position prior to 9 I 11. A PDSO expressed 
frustration with the higher level of turnover in the international student office 
since the implementation of SEVIS. He wrote , 
In my experience, the average professional in our department lasts for 
about two years and then leave, burnout and frustrated with the 
additional responsibilities and diminished rapport with the international 
students. 
* Have you been involved in servicing graduate international sciences and engineering ( S&E) students since at least 
December of 2000? 
t4umber of Response 
Answer 
Yes 
No 
0% 100% Response(s) 
!1 
~ 
Totals 75 
FIGURE 4.3- REsPONDENTS THAT HAVE BEEN INVOLVED IN SERVICING GRADUATE 
INTERNATIONAL S&E STUDENTS SINCE AT LEAST DECEMBER OF 2000. 
A SEVIS Coordinator, a newly created position post SEVIS 
Ratio 
54.6% 
44.0% 
100% 
implementation in 2003, also expressed his frustration with the new role that 
many of his peers have adopted in the light of the new requirements imposed by 
SEVIS on international students' service professionals. He wrote, 
I wanted to add that while many well-established institutions have 
maintained their student-centered attitude and principles, the 
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SEVIS data is very reliable 
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FIGURE 4.4- HOW RELIABLE ARE SEVIS DATA? 
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While 56% of respondents strongly (4%) or somewhat agree (52%) that 
the data are reliable , 27% somewhat disagreed with such statement. Only 4% 
strongly agreed that the data are reliable . A DSO indicated that her job has 
become much harder because she cannot trust the data in SEVIS , indicating 
that she ends up, "spending a lot of time on reliability checks to make sure I 
can trust the data. Many students appear more than once in the system due to 
misspellings, homonymous, or outdated information. How can I rely on such 
information?" 
When asked if SEVIS facilitates dealings with intemational students, as 
depicted in Figure 4.5 , again respondents were divided in their opinions. No 
strong tendencies were identified. A significant portion of the respondents , 45%, 
either strongly (7%) or somewhat agree (38%) that SEVIS facilitates the dealings 
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with international students, while 29% somewhat (25%) or strongly disagreed 
(4%) with that statement. 
SEVIS facilitates dealings with international students 
1 :Strongly Agree . 2: Somewhat Agree . 3: Indifferent or no Influence. 4 =Somewhat Disagree . 5 =Strongly Dtsa~ 
4 
llumber of Rating 
5 Response(s) Score• 
68 2.8 
"The Raung Score cs the w eghte-d average calculated by drvlding the sum Gf al we~ghted ratings by the number of tota l responses 
• Htde Details 
De as 
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1 2 3 4 
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FIGURE 4.5- DOES SEVIS FACILITATE DEALINGS WITH INTERNATIONAL STUDENTS? 
Although 45% of respondents believed SEVIS facilitates dealings with 
international students, among the respondents that disagreed, one took the 
time to note at the end of the survey (optional to respondents) that, 
Before SEVIS, an intemational student advisor working with a student 
about to be out-of-status had more flexibility to work out a resolution 
before determining if a reinstatement were necessary. SEVIS has made 
that flexibility more difficult. Also, sometimes it seems that software is 
driving immigration policy or regulations. 
Another important SEVIS functionality is its attempt to eliminate 
duplication of international students' data. As depicted in Figure 4.6, 24% of 
respondents either strongly ( 1 %) or somewhat agreed (23%) that SEVIS fulfills 
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that function . Conversely, 55% of respondents either somewhat disagreed (42%) 
or strongly disagreed (13%) that SEVIS eliminates duplication of data. 19% of 
respondents believed SEVIS has no influence on the issue. 
With regards to its functionality, "SEVIS eliminates duplication of data." 
1 = Strongly Agree . 2 = Somewhat Agree , 3 = Indifferent or no lnnuence , 4 =Somewhat D1sagree , 5 =Strongly D1sagree 
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FIGURE 4.6- DOES SEVIS ELIMINATE DUPLICATION OF DATA? 
68 3.4 
5 
2 
(13%) 
Number of Rating 
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68 3.4 
In short, 55% of the respondents did not believe SEVIS did the job of 
eliminating duplication of data, versus 24% that believed it did to one extent or 
another. One respondent indicated that SEVIS was a necessary system, but it 
needed improvement. According to that respondent, 
"It appears that a concept such as SEVIS is needed to monitor 
international students. It would help to streamline the process; the 
process can be made student friendly and transparent with the security 
of the US as its goal, but for now, there is a lot of double-entry of data in 
the system." 
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SEVIS information accuracy is an important feature of the system. 
School administrators, SEVIS professionals and admissions officials all rely on 
the system to issue I-20s to prospective international students, review their 
processing status, monitor currently enrolled international students, and make 
decisions related to visa policies and legislations that may affect the students, 
the university, and its programs. As depicted in Figure 4.7 , when asked if 
SEVIS enables access to accurate information, only 1% of respondents strongly 
agreed, although another 45% somewhat agreed with the statement. 
In other words, almost half of the respondents, 46%, believed SEVIS 
provided a reasonable degree of data accuracy, versus 31% that somewhat 
disagreed (29%) or strongly disagreed (2%) that SEVIS enabled access to 
accurate information. Another 20% of respondents felt SEVIS was indifferent to 
the issue, or had no influence. 
With regards to its functionality, " SEVI S enables access to accurate information." 
1 = stronoly Agree . 2 = Somewhat Agree . 3 = Indifferent or no lnnuence . 4 = Somewhat Disaoree . 5 = strongly Disagree 
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FIGURE 4. 7 - DOES SEVIS ENABLE ACCESS TO ACCURATE INFORMATION? 
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Despite the split in opinions on the issue-actually a rating score of 3.1 if 
we reverse the scale- a respondent expressed his positive views of SEVIS as a 
catalyst for more accurate intemational student information, writing that 
"Whatever the govemment's motives, I believe SEVIS has compelled our 
institution to have more accurate international student data and to implement 
intemal systems to better track such data." 
The Student and Exchange Visitor Program, or SEVP (formerly CIPRIS), 
requires universities to maintain and update SEVIS database on a regular basis 
(DOE, 2004; Bayed, 2008). As summarized in Appendix L, SEVP has many 
reporting requirements and automatic SEVIS functions that must be attended 
to by P /DSOs and their assistants (ROs and AROs) in cleaning up and updating 
student records. 
When asked if SEVIS increased the office workload, as depicted in Figure 
4.8, 72% of respondents, 50 out of the 75 respondents, affirmed that it either 
strongly did (33%) or somewhat did (39%). Only a total of 11% of respondents 
did not think SEVIS increased their office workload, either by affirming that 
they somewhat disagreed (10%) or strongly disagreed (1 %) with such statement. 
In short, two thirds of the respondents believed that SEVIS increased 
office work, while 15% of them believed SEVIS has no influence on the matter, 
and a minority of 11% stated that SEVIS did not increase their workload. 
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With regards to its functionality, " SEVIS increases office workload." 
1 = Strongly oree . 2 = Somewhat Agree 3 = lndilferent or no Influence . 4 = Somewhat Disagree 5 = Strongly Disaoree 
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FIGURE 4.8 - DOES SEVIS INCREASE OFFICE WORKLOAD? 
This study focused on the top 30 science and engineering schools in the 
country with the highest population of international students, most of them 
large institutions, very likely using batch processing, which offers a level of 
automation for the data sync process that is not easily afforded by smaller 
institutions. While all universities in this study are the largest in highest 
population of international students in science and engineering, many of them 
are small overall. For instance (see Appendix A and B), the University of 
Sou them California has a total of about 3800 students in the science program, 
ofwhom about 1800 are international students (NSF,2004), while the Illinois 
Institute ofTechnology has only about 1500 students in science , of whom about 
800 are international. While this study did not ask the question on whether 
schools were using batch systems or not, many interviewees pointed out to the 
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advantages of such system in reducing workload, due to its automated syncing 
features. 
As a way of checking for internal validity of their answers, respondents 
were asked if they believed SEVIS decreased office workload. Consistent with 
their previous response-if SEVIS increased office workload-as depicted in 
Figure 4.9, only 1% strongly agreed and another 7% somewhat agreed with the 
statement. Again 69% of the respondents either somewhat disagreed (35%) or 
strongly disagreed (34%) that SEVIS decreased office workload. 
With regards to its functionality, "SEVIS decreases office workload." 
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FIGURE 4. 9 - DOES SEVIS DECREASE OFFICE WORKLOAD? 
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The number of respondents who saw no influence of SEVIS on the 
decrease of workload compared to those that also saw no influence on the 
increase of workload went up this time. While 20% of respondents saw no 
influence of SEVIS decreasing workload, 15% saw no influence of SEVIS on the 
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increase of workload. Although this issue is explored more in-depth during the 
interview phase of this study, a survey respondent provided a rationale for both 
an increase and a decrease of office workload, depending on the situation and 
issues they were dealing with, as well as the time of the year (e.g. during 
enrollment season versus school season, or when SEVP issues some special 
request). She shared the idea that, 
The workload of SEVIS will vary with the time of the year and the receipt 
of special requests from SEVP, which may increase or decrease my 
workload. New form production is faster; data tracking is more time 
consuming but better--so we are better at identifying students who may 
fall out of status and warn them; a great deal of time is spent rectifying 
data in SEVIS through data fixes; much more data types activity and less 
people time in the field as a whole. 
The mission of SEVIS is to balance Homeland Security with facilitating 
foreign student and exchange visitor participation in America's outstanding 
academic and cultural exchange programs. When asked if SEVIS improves 
campus security, as depicted in Figure 4.1 0, almost half of the respondents 
(47%) indicated that SEVIS had no influence on it. Only 4% of respondents 
strongly agreed that SEVIS did improve campus security while 17% somewhat 
agreed with the assertion. 
By the same token, almost equally the opposite, 14% of respondents 
somewhat disagreed and 15% strongly disagreed with the statement that SEVIS 
improved security on campus. In other words, while 21% of respondents 
believed SEVIS had some positive influence on campus security, 29% believed it 
did not, and most of the respondents (4 7%) believed SEVIS had no influence at 
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all. 
With regards to its functionality, " SEVIS improves campus security." 
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FIGURE 4.10- DOES SEVIS IMPROVE CAMPUS SECURITY? 
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Under the new international student visa policies, legislation, and SEVIS , 
once students apply and are accepted at universities in the U.S., their 
applications must be reviewed by a SEVIS professional and a SEVIS number is 
created and included with the 1-20 form that is sent to the student. This 1-20 
form is then used to apply for a visa at American foreign posts (e.g. Embassy or 
consulate) , which in the process may request security advisory opinions (SAO) 
from the Department of State before a student can be granted a visa. When 
asked if SEVIS has harmed recruitment of international students, the results of 
the survey were mixed. As depicted in Figure 4.11, 7% of respondents strongly 
believed SEVIS had harmed enrollment, while 7% strongly disagreed with the 
statement. Almost evenly in their opinions, 26% of respondents somewhat 
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agreed SEVIS has harmed enrollment of international students, while 28% saw 
no influence and 30% somewhat disagreed with the statement. 
With regards to its influence on international graduate S&E student application and enrollment, " SEVIS has harmed 
recruitment of international students." 
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FIGURE 4.11 - HAS SEVIS HARMED RECRUITMENT OF INTERNATIONAL STUDENTS? 
A qualitative insight into the issue can be found in reading different 
respondents' feedback: 
• A respondent believed SEVIS has been beneficial, writing "I do not 
believe SEVIS has had a negative influence on recruiting. I believe the 
program works surprisingly well." 
• Another respondent believed SEVIS is not relevant to the students at 
all: "Students do not know about SEVIS. SEVIS just issues the 1-20 or 
DS-2019 and monitors their events in the U.S . This is transparent to 
almost all students even though we may use "SEVIS" as reason why 
they must be registered by a certain date, etc. It is the visa process, 
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or F and J regulations that affect students. It [SEVIS] is merely a 
computer program." 
• Another respondent point to visa policies, not SEVIS , as having 
negative impact on international students: "I think that visa policies 
have had more of a negative impact on intemational students than 
SEVIS. The advent of SEVIS II may change that opinion." 
• One respondent pointed out a negative impact of SEVIS on 
intemational students: "SEVIS policy of denying International 
students to drop courses for academic reasons is unfair." 
When asked if they agreed with the statement that SEVIS has not caused 
enrollment yield to decrease , the results of the survey were mixed, as depicted 
in Figure 4 .12. 
With regards to its influence on international graduate S&E student application and enrollment. "" SEVIS has not caused 
enrollment yield to decrease. "" 
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FIGURE 4.12 - HAS SEVIS CAUSED ENROLLMENT YIELD TO DECREASE? 
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While 7% of respondents strongly disagreed with the statement, 23% 
somewhat disagreed, thus believing that SEVIS has caused enrollment yield to 
decrease. A larger group of respondents totalin g 43% strongly agreed (10%) or 
somewhat agreed (33%) with the statement, while 25% believed SEVIS to have 
no influence on the issue. 
Respondents' voluntary feedbacks provide some additional insight into 
the issue: 
• On e respondent believed SEVIS did not cause enrollment yield to 
decrease, but SAOs did: "I don't think SEVIS has had an impact on 
intemational student en rollment. I think lengthy security clearances 
[SAOs] are not common bu t when they h appen, th ey are disruptive. I 
can't answer whether they are necessary." 
• Another respondent did not see any influence of SEVIS on enrollment: 
"SEVIS has not impacted the number of intemational students at 
[institution's name]- we had 2300+ in 2000 and we have 2500+ now." 
Asked if SEVIS has expedited F- 1 visa process , as depicted in Figure 
4.13, 23% either somewhat (22%) or strongly agreed (1 %), while 39% either 
somewhat (28%) or strongly disagreed (11 %). In short, 23% of respondents 
seem to believe that SEVIS has expedited F -1 visa process to a degree or 
anoth er, while 39% in general disagreed with that statement. The single larger 
group of respondents (35%) believed SEVIS had n o influence on the expedition 
of F -1 visa process. 
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With regards to its influence on international graduate S&E student application and enrollment, " SEVIS has expedited F-1 
visa process." 
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FIGURE 4.13- HAS SEVIS EXPEDITED F-1 VISA PROCESS? 
In 2003 (Clubb, 2002) the DHS announced regulations that included an 
additional visa fee for all international students. The $100 fee was instituted to 
cover the cost of adding the student onto SEVIS. The fee was twice as high as 
originally projected. Many believed that this fee was high, but also reasonable. 
Asked if intemational student visa fee has reduced yield, as depicted in 
Figurer 4.14, more than half of the respondents (52%) did not believe visa fees 
had any negative or positive influence on yields. A minor group of respondents 
(16%) either strongly agreed (2%) or somewhat agreed (14%) with the statement, 
while 29% of them either somewhat disagreed (28%) or strongly disagreed ( 1 %) 
that visa fees reduced intemational s tudents yield. 
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With regards to SEVIS influence on international graduate S&E student application and enrollment, "International student 
visas fee has reduced yield." 
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FIGURE 4.14- HAS INTERNATIONAL STUDENT VISA FEES REDUCED YIELD? 
Visa processing for international students has become more complex 
after 9/ 11 and the implementation of SEVIS (Chronicle of Higher Education, 
2004) . When respondents were asked their opinions with regard to whether "the 
decrease in international student yield, if any," was causally-attributed to visa 
difficulties, as depicted in Figure 4 .15, more than half of them (54%) either 
strongly agreed (13%) or somewhat agreed (41 %) with the statement. Only a 
minority of respondents ( 12%) either strongly disagreed (2%) or somewhat 
disagreed (10%) that decreased intemational student yields were causally-
attributed to visa difficulties. 
One respondent believed that despite the difficulties with visa processing 
it actually was beneficial to the school and the intemational student: 
121 
SEVIS and visa processing have been a bit of a mixed bag but it did 
increase the trust of the Department of State and Customs and Border 
Protection in the documents . Prior to 9 j 11 they didn't. Just having these 
new visa policies and SEVIS , DOS, and CBP to refer to has been a 
tremendous benefit not only for the university but I believe for the 
intemational student as well. 
With regards to SEVIS influence on international graduate S&E student application and enrollment, " The decrease in 
international student yield, if any, is causally-attributed to visa difficulties." 
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FIGURE 4.15 -IS THE DECREASE IN INTERNATIONAL STUDENT YIELD, IF ANY, 
CAUSALLY-ATTRIBUTED TO VISA DIFFICULTIES? 
In 2008, seven schools in the jurisdictions of the state of Virginia 
reported evidence of student visa fraud (Virginia Terrorism Threat Assessment, 
2009). When asked if SEVIS helped reduce fraudulent enrollments, as depicted 
in Figure 4 .16, a total of 50% of respondents either indicated that they strongly 
agreed with the statement (8%) or that they somewhat did (42%). Conversely, a 
total of 12% of respondents either somewhat disagreed (7%) or strongly 
disagreed that SEVIS has helped reduce fraudulent enrollment. The result is 
122 
significant if considering those respondents that either believed or not on SEVIS 
influence on curbing fraudulent enrollment, but considering those participants 
that believed that SEVIS had no influence either way on fraudulent enrollment 
(36%), then 48% believed SEVIS has little or no influence on fraudulent 
enrollment versus 50% that believed SEVIS does have some greater level of 
influence . 
With regards to SEVIS influence on international graduate S&E student application and enrollment, " It helped reduce 
fraudulent enrollments." 
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FIGURE 4.16- HAS SEVIS HELPED REDUCE FRAUDULENT ENROLLMENT? 
In assessing country-by-country enrollment of intemational students, 
respondents were asked if there was a noticeably increased yield from China. As 
depicted in Figure 4.17 , a total of 44% of respondents either strongly agreed 
( 17%) or somewhat agreed (27%) that there has been a noticeably increased 
yield of enrollment of students from China, while a total of 12% of respondents 
either somewhat disagreed (11 %) or strongly disagreed (1 %) with such 
123 
statement. Finally, 41 % of respondents saw no noticeably increased yield of 
enrollments of students from China. 
With regards to Country-by-Country Enrollment, there is a "A noticeably increased yield from China." 
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FIGURE 4.17- ON A COUNTRY-BY-COUNTRY ENROLLMENT, IS THERE A 
NOTICEABLY INCREASED YIELD FROM CHINA? 
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Respondents were asked the same question with regard to country-by-
country enrollment of international students, but this time , ifthere was a 
noticeably increased yield from the Middle East. As depicted in Figure 4 .18, a 
total of 24% of respondents either strongly agreed (5%) or somewhat agreed 
( 19%) that there has been a noticeably increased yield of student enrollment 
from the Middle East. 
On the contrary, a total of 27% of respondents either somewhat 
disagreed (20%) or strongly disagreed (7%) that such statement was true . As 
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with the Chinese student enrollments, 46% of respondents saw no noticeably 
increased yield of enrollments of students coming from the Middle East. 
With regards to Country-by-Country Enrollment, there is a "A noticeably increased yield from Middle East." 
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FIGURE 4.18- ON A COUNTRY-BY-COUNTRY ENROLLMENT, IS THERE A NOTICEABLY 
INCREASED YIELD FROM THE MIDDLE EAST? 
Respondents were then asked the same question with regard to country-
by-country enrollment of international students, but this time the question was 
framed with regard to a noticeably increased yield of students from India. As 
depicted in Figure 4 .19, half of the respondents, or a total of 50% , either 
strongly agreed (17%) or somewhat agreed (33%) that there has been a 
noticeably increased yield of international student enrollment from India. In 
this case, however, only a total of 6% of respondents either somewhat disagreed 
(5%) or strongly disagreed ( 1 %) that such a statement was true. As with the 
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Chinese and Middle Eastern student enrollments, 41 % of respondents saw no 
noticeably increased yield of enrollments of students from India. 
With regards to Country-by-Country Enrollment, there is a "A noticeably increased yield from India." 
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FIGURE 4.19- ON A COUNTRY-BY-COUNTRY ENROLLMENT, IS THERE A NOTICEABLY 
INCREASED YIELD FROM INDIA? 
Lastly, respondents were again asked to consider a country-by-country 
enrollment of international students . In this case, however, they were asked if 
there has been a noticeably increased yield of enrollment of international 
students from Latin America. 
As depicted in Figure 4.20 , more than half of the respondents (60%) saw 
no influence or change in the enrollment of international students from Latin 
America. Only 7% of respondents somewhat agreed with the statement, and 
there was no strong agreement from any respondent. A total of 31% of 
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respondents either somewhat disagreed (25%) or strongly disagreed (6%) with 
the statement that there has been a noticeably increased yield of international 
student enrollment from Latin America. 
With regards to Country-by-Country Enrollment, there is a "A noticeably increased yield from Latin America." 
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FIGURE 4.20- ON A COUNTRY-BY-COUNTRY ENROLLMENT, IS THERE A NOTICEABLY 
INCREASED YIELD FROM LATIN AMERICA? 
In short, at least for Latin America, it is safe to say that there has been 
no noticeably increased yield on the enrollment of international students 
originating from there. 
Respondents were then assessed on new international student visa 
policies post 9 j 11 and asked if Security Advisory Opinions (SAOs) have a 
negative impact on student enrollment. As depicted in Figure 4 .21, a total of 
57% of them either strongly agreed ( 11 %) or somewhat agreed (46%) that SAOs 
have a negative impact on student enrollment. A minor portion of respondents, 
127 
only 5% of them somewhat disagreed with the statement. There were no 
respondents that strongly disagreed that SAOs adversely impact international 
student enrollment. 
With regards to Security Advisory Opinions (SAOs), "SAOs have a negative impact on student enrollment. " 
1 =Strongly Agree . 2 =Somewhat Agree . 3 = Indifferent or no Influence . 4 =Somewhat Disagree . 5 = strongly D1sagree 
Number of Rating 
5 Response(s) Score• 
'The Rating Score is the werghted average calculated by dividing the sum of al weighted ratings by the number of total responses 
,.. H1de Details 
De ai s 
1 =Strongly gree . 2 =Somewhat Agree . 3 = Indifferent or no Influence . 4 =Somewhat Disagree 5 =Strongly Disagree 
1 2 3 4 
!! 11 l1 ~ 
(11%) (46%) (35%) (5%) 
11 2 13 4 I s 
Hold the mouse over each color of the bar to see the number of respondents. 
67 2.4 
5 
0 
(0%) 
Number of Rating 
Response(s) Score• 
11% - -- 46% 35% ~o_. 
FIGURE 4.21 -Do SECURITY ADVISORY OPINIONS HAVE A NEGATIVE IMPACT 
ON STUDENT ENROLLMENT? 
In short, although 35% of respondents believed security advisory 
67 2.4 
opinions have no influence , either positive or negative to student enrollment, 
almost 60% of the respondents either strongly or somewhat agreed that SAOs 
do have adverse impact on enrollments. 
In an effort to better understand how security advisory opinions 
impacted international student enrollment, respondents were asked to express 
their opinions about two of the most common visas from within the SAOs, 
namely Visa Mantis and Visa Condor. 
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When asked if the Visa Mantis process was unnecessary, as depicted in 
Figure 4 .22, 55% percent of the respondents indicated that it was indifferent or 
had no influence. Only 11% of respondents somewhat agreed that Visa Mantis 
was unnecessary and no respondent strongly agreed with that statement. 
Nonetheless, 32% of respondents somewhat disagreed that Visa Mantis was 
necessary, but again no respondent strongly disagreed that it was unnecessary. 
With regards to Security Advisory Opinions (SAOs), "The Visas Mantis process is unnecessary." 
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FIGURE 4.22 - IS THE VISA MANTIS PROCESS UNNECESSARY? 
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While at first hand it appears that more than half of the respondents 
(55%) believe that Visa Mantis has no influence and is indifferent to the visa 
process, voluntary comments submitted at the end of the survey indicate rather 
a lack of knowledge on the topic, a lack of understanding of what Visa Mantis 
is, its purpose, and how it works, instead of viewing the visa with indifference. 
It seems that SEVIS professionals are aware of these visas , but not school 
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administrators. The comments written by the respondents speak for 
themselves: 
• "As a department chair I have nothing to do with the I-20, Fl, visa 
Mantis, Condor etc processes. I've never heard of them and don't have 
stats on the overall [university's) status." 
• "I don't know what you mean with visa mantis and visa condor ... " 
• "You should contact the international student service office for that. I 
don't have any knowledge on the subject." 
• "I did not know about these visa processes. Sorry but I can't be of 
help ." 
When respondents were asked if they believed the Visa Condor was 
unnecessary, a striking similarity of results with Visa Mantis ensued . As 
depicted in Figure 4.23, 55% of respondents believed Visa Condor was 
indifferent to the visa process, neither necessary nor unnecessary. A total of 9% 
of the respondents either strongly agreed (2%) or somewhat agreed (7%) that 
Visa Condor process was unnecessary, and a total of 33% of them either 
somewhat disagreed (32%) or strongly disagreed ( 1 %) with the statement. 
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With regards to Security Advisory Opinions (SAOs), "The Visa Condor process is unnecessary." 
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FIGURE 4.23 - IS THE VISA CONDOR PROCESS UNNECESSARY? 
When a security advisory opinion is triggered during visa application 
interview, international students need to wait for an advisory opinion coming 
from the Department of State in the U.S. and often include silent partners such 
as the FBI, the CIA, and the Interpol. For that reason, SAO processes are 
known for taking time . What is disputable is how much time it takes. 
When asked if the SAO process takes too long (more than 30 days), as 
depicted in Figure 4 .24, a total of 74% of respondents either strongly agreed 
(44%) or somewhat agreed (30%) that it did. Not a single respondent strongly 
disagreed with the statement, and 1% somewhat disagreed, believing that the 
SAO process did not take too long. Although 23% or respondents believed SAO 
process time was of no influence , it is important to note the high rating score of 
1.8, indicating that the average respondent strongly agreed that SAO process 
takes too long. 
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With regards to Security Advisory Opinions (SACs), "The SAO process takes too long (30+ days)." 
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FIGURE 4.24- DOES THE SAO PROCESS TAKE TOO LONG (30+ DAYS)? 
With regard to SEVIS monitoring of international students, respondents 
were asked if at least 10% of them fall "out-of-status" during their course of 
study in the U.S., which potentially could place them under removal 
(deportation) procedures. As depicted in Figure 4.25, 83% of the respondents 
indicated that the students did not fall out-of-status, while 17% indicated that 
they did . 
With regards to SEVIS monitoring, "At least 10% of the international students fall"out-of-status" in SEVIS during their 
course of study at this institution." 
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FIGURE 4.25- DOES AT LEAST 10% OF THE INTERNATIONAL STUDENTS FALL "OUT-OF-STATUS" 
IN SEVIS DURING THEIR COURSE OF STUDY AT THIS INSTITUTION? 
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When respondents were asked if at least 25% of international students 
fall "out-of-status" during their course of study in the U.S. , as depicted in 
Figure 4.26, the number of respondents who answered affirmatively dropped to 
4 .6%. The number of respondents who answered negatively increased to 95 .3%. 
With regards to SEVIS monitoring, "At least 25% of international students fall "out-of-status" in SEVIS during their course 
of study at this institution." 
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FIGURE 4.26- DOES AT LEAST 25% OF THE INTERNATIONAL STUDENTS FALL "OUT-OF-STATUS" 
IN SEVIS DURING THEIR COURSE OF STUDY AT THIS INSTITUTION? 
In an attempt to assess the percentage of international students who 
stay "in-status" with SEVIS , respondents were asked if most students at their 
institution (70% and above) stay "in-status" with SEVIS. As depicted in Figure 
4.27 , the great majority of respondents (93.7%) indicated that they did , while 
6.2% indicated that they did not. 
With regards to SEVI S monitoring, "Most students at this institution (70% and above) stay "in-status" with SEVIS." 
Number of Response 
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Yes 
No 
~ 10~ Response(s) 
-
Totals 
FIGURE 4.27 - DO MOST STUDENTS AT THIS INSTITUTION (70% AND ABOVE) 
STAY "IN-STATUS" WITH SEVIS? 
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In the interest of assessing if international students were deported after 
falling "out-of-status" respondents were asked if in their institutions, more than 
10% of students were deported after falling "out-of-status" in SEVIS. As 
depicted in Figure 4.28, 96.8% responded that they were not, while 3.1% 
indicated they were. 
With regards to SEVI S monitoring, "In this institution, more than 10% of students are deported after falling "out-of-status" 
in SEVIS." 
Number of Response 
Answer 0% 100% Response{s) Ratio 
Yes 
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Totals 63 100% 
FIGURE 4.28- DO MORE THAN 10% OF STUDENTS IN THIS INSTITUTION GET DEPORTED AFTER 
FALLING "OUT-OF-STATUS" WITH SEVIS? 
To confirm the responses from the previous question, respondents were 
asked if falling "out-of-status" was not typical for students at their institution (if 
less than 10% did). As depicted in Figure 4.29 , 96.8% of respondents indicated 
that it was not typical for students to fall out of status. 
With regards to SEVIS monitoring, " Falling "out-of-status" is not typical for students at this institution (less than 10% do)." 
Answer 
Yes 
No 
Number of Response 
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FIGURE 4.29- FALLING "OUT-OF-STATUS" IS NOT TYPICAL FOR STUDENTS 
AT THIS INSTITUTION (LESS THAN 10% DO) 
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When asked about the total "current" population of international 
students in science and engineering programs at their institutions, as depicted 
in Figure 4.30 , respondents (64 out of 75) reported as follows : 
• 31% had more than 1,500 
• 16% had more than 1,200 
• 12% had between 1,200 and 800 
• 18% had less than 800 
• 12% had less than 500 
• 11% did not respond . 
With regards to the Numbers of International Graduate Science and Engineering Students, " The total *current• 
population of international students in science and engineering programs at this institution is." 
1 = More than 1.500 students . 2 =More than 1.200 students . 3 =Between 800 to 1.200 . 4 =Less than 800 students . 5 =Less than 500 students 
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FIGURE 4.30- WHAT IS THE TOTAL "CURRENT" POPULATION OF INTERNATIONAL STUDENTS IN 
SCIENCE AND ENGINEERING PROGRAMS AT THIS INSTITUTION? 
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When asked about the total population of international students in 
science and engineering programs "prior" to 9 j 11 , as depicted in Figure 4. 31, 
55 out of the 75 respondents indicated that: 
• 29% had more than 1,500 
• 10% had more than 1,200 
• 21 % had between 1,200 and 800 
• 18% had less than 800 
• 20% had less than 500 
• 2% did not respond. 
With regards to the Numbers of International Graduate Science and Engineering Students, " The total population of 
international students in science and engineering programs at this institution *prior" to 9/11 was." 
1 = More than 1.500 students . 2 =More than 1.200 students. 3 =Between 800 to 1.200 . 4 =Less than 800 students . 5 =Less than 500 students 
-The Rahng Score as the weighte-d average calculated by dMc:hng the sum of al weighted rabn gs by the number of total responses . 
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FIGURE 4.31- WHAT IS THE TOTAL POPULATION OF INTERNATIONAL STUDENTS IN SCIENCE AND 
ENGINEERING PROGRAMS AT THIS INSTITUTION "PRIOR" TO 9/ 11? 
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Table 4.1 compares, prior to September 11, 2001, and currently, the 
percent of universities with enrollments in each of the five enrollment 
categories. 
Table 4.1 - Number of international students enrolled at American 
graduate programs of science and engineering prior to 9 I 11 and as of the 
. f 2009 spnng o 
% of universities surveyed with highest ~ % of universities surveyed with highest 
number of international students «prior)) number of international students 
to 9/11 I currently 
• 29% had more than 1,500 • 31% had more than 1, 500 
• 10% had more than 1,200 • 16% had more than 1,200 
• 21% had between 1,200 and 800 • 12% had between 1,200 and 800 
• 18% had less than 800 • 18% had less than 800, and 
• 20% had less than 500 • 12% had less than 500 
• 2% unknown (no responses) • 11% unknown (no responses) 
According to Table 4.1, institutions with more than 1,500 international 
students in science and engineering seem not to have been affected by SEVIS 
and visa policies as their percentage has increased from 29% to 31% despite the 
many challenges they have been facing. The same is true for institutions with 
more than 1,200 students as they have increased from 10% to 16%. 
Institutions with 1,200 to 800 international students, as well as those with less 
than 500, seem to h ave been affected by SEVIS and visa policies as the 
percentage h as decreased from 21% to 12% and 20% to 12% respectively. This 
is possibly due to the cost of operating SEVIS and monitoring the students, 
especially if they don't have access to batch systems, but there is not enough 
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data to confirm such assumption. Interesting enough, institutions with less 
than 800 (but more than 500) students have not increased in number, but have 
also not decreased. 
When breaking down the total population of science students-distinct 
from engineering students-at the 54 out of 75 respondents ' institutions, as 
depicted by Figure 4.32, 
• 12% of the institutions had more than 1,500 students 
• 5% had more than 1,200 
• 20% had between 1,200 and 800 
• 29% had less than 800 
• 31% had less than 500 
With regards to the Numbers of International Graduate Science and Engineering Students, " The total current population 
of international students in •science• programs at this institution is." 
1 =More than 1.500 students , 2 = More than 1,200 students , 3 =Between 800 to 1,200 . 4 =Less than 800 students 5 =Less than 500 students 
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FIGURE 4.32 -WHAT IS THE TOTAL CURRENT POPULATION OF INTERNATIONAL STUDENTS IN 
"SCIENCE" PROGRAMS AT THIS INSTITUTION? 
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When breaking down the total population of engineering students-
distinct from science students-at the 57 out of 75 respondents ' institutions, as 
depicted by Figure 4.33 , 
• 15% of the institutions had more than 1,500 students 
• 7% had more than 1,200 
• 24% had between 1,200 and 800 
• 26% had less than 800 
• 26% had less than 500 
With regards to the Numbers of International Graduate Science and Engineering Students, " The total current population 
of international students in •engineering• programs at this institution is." 
1 = More than 1.500 students . 2 = More than 1.200 students . 3 =Between 800 to 1.200 . 4 = Less than 800 students . 5 = Less than 500 students 
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Interview Data 
As part of the semi-structured interview conducted, a total of 102 
prospects from four local educational institutions within SO miles radius of the 
greater Boston-MA were invited to be interviewed. These four universities were 
part of the NSF's list of the top 30 schools with the largest population of 
international students offering graduate programs in science or engin eering, or 
both. From the 102 prospects invited, twenty-one agreed to be interviewed. 
From this group of interviewees, eleven were administrators (e.g. Dept. 
chair/head, Dean Director), eight were SEVIS professionals (e.g. SEVIS Record 
Coordinators, PDSOs, DSO, ROs, Director of International Office), and two were 
admissions officials. The interview data, which were organized by category and 
theme, are presented in th e following sections. 
Categories and Themes 
The codes that emerged from the interview data regarding the influence 
SEVIS, since its inception, has had on the graduate study of international 
science and engineering students (F - 1 Visas) from application to graduation are 
broken down into three major categories, with three to five themes within each 
category. The three categories are interoperability, compliance, and tone , a s 
depicted in Table 4.2. 
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Table 4.2- Categories and themes found during semi-structured interviews 
Categories 
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Themes 
• Operation ofSEVIS(e.g. bugs, fixes, data duplication, new regulations updates) 
• Glitches with Port of Entry and Foreign Post systems (e.g. US -Visit, ClASS, 1-94 
processing) 
• Benefits of the system (e.g. data integrity, single reposi tory, unified data, reporting) 
• Delays in visa and SAO processing 
• International student enrollment 
• CIP cod ing, discrepancies and STEM CIP codes 
• Innovative strategies 
• Increased security 
• Student's Apprehension (e.g. mistrust of advisors, misunderstanding of what SEVIS is) 
• Workload (e.g. increased need of resources, mul tiple monitoring and data check 
requirements 
• Negat ive perception of not being welcome 
• Lack of kn owledge aboutSEVIS and AOs 
Each of the themes listed in Table 4.2 influences the influx of 
international students and their stay in the U.S. International students are also 
influenced by outside events to some extent, be they of media, the size of the 
university, the students themselves, or the global economy. Many school 
administrators are still not fully aware of SEVIS and the new visa policies, and 
how they influence the influx of students at their graduate programs of science 
and engineering. Some have never heard about SEVIS or SAOs, and even much 
less of Visa Mantis and Visa Condor. Also, according to student service officials 
and SEVIS professionals, some international students still hold the view that 
the United States is not welcoming them into academic programs, particularly 
of science and engineering, due to new visa policies, and alerts such as the 
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Technology Alert List (TAL), which restricts them from applying for certain 
educational programs and training. 
Findings 
Three groups were interviewed, including school/program administrators 
(e .g. department chair/head, directors and Deans), admission's officials, and 
SEVIS Professionals (e .g. P/DSOs, ROs, AROs, SEVIS Coordinators, SEVIS 
Record Coordinators). SEVIS professionals were much more abreast of SEVIS 
requirements, operations, issues and challenges than school/program 
administrators. Administrators, for the most part, were not so aware of SEVIS 
requirements, and even less aware of its current issues, challenges, and the 
security advisory opinions (SAOs) that at times are required during 
intemational students' visa processing. Admissions Officials have also very little 
awareness of SEVIS requirements and operation. Therefore, administrators and 
admissions officials were not so aware of how SEVIS and visa policies 
influenced the influx of international students. Their opinions tend to differ 
from SEVIS professionals. Most admissions officials contacted chose not to take 
the survey, and were either not available for interview, or declined to be 
interviewed, claiming not to have enough knowledge of the topic . 
To lesser extent, the same is true for school/ department administrators, 
who felt they did not have enough knowledge to be interviewed or respond to 
the survey. It took some extra contact, at times multiple contacts on the part of 
the researcher, to convey to program administrators the importance of their 
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views on how SEVIS was influencing the influx of international students into 
their science and engineering programs and to encourage them to take the 
survey and be interviewed. They felt more comfortable and willing to be 
interviewed when told that SEVIS professionals were also being interviewed to 
cover more specific issues associated with SEVIS. 
Interviewees' names and institutions are used only when permission was 
granted to do so. All interviewees and institutions that have requested 
anonymity, or have agreed to be interviewed under the researcher's assurance 
of anonymity, are not mentioned by name. Some interviewees did not mind 
being listed as source for their interviews but did not want to be associated with 
any quotes taken from their interview transcripts . All interviewees are listed in 
Appendix M, anonymously (through an Identifier Code as depicted in Appendix 
L) or not. Comments in the text are not attributed to those respondents who 
have requested anonymity. 
Interoperability 
Interoperability is defined in this study as a property referring to the 
ability of diverse systems and organizations to work together, in this case the 
ability of SEVIS to integrate effectively with various university systems . Most 
interviewees observed that-from the point of view of SEVIS professionals-
SEVIS interoperability has been affecting their departments in ways that, if not 
constantly monitored and mitigated, could affect the influx of intemational 
students into their institutions and specific programs of science and 
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engineering. This lack of interoperability largely took the form of extended 
amounts of time dealing with SEVJS operating bugs, fixes , and students' data 
duplication; having no guarantees of students leaving the country for holidays 
and being able to re-enter, due to compliance flags on SEVJS; glitches with port 
of entry and sometimes foreign post (e.g. Embassies and Consulates) systems; 
discrepancies between the Classification of Instructional Programs (CIP) long 
used by the schools and provided by the department of education (DoE) and 
SEVIS CIP codes, in particular those used in association with STEM (science, 
technology, engineering, or math) programs. However, in many instances, most 
of the administrators interviewed, as well as SEVJS professionals, highlighted 
the benefits brought by SEVJS in supporting international students, including 
improved data integrity, trustable single repository for international student 
data, and reporting capabilities. International student services offices were also 
seen as h aving gained more respect and visibility throughout the university. 
Operation of SEVIS (e.g. bugs, fixes, data duplication, new regulations updates) 
The m ajority of SEVJS professionals interviewed felt that much of their 
time is spent with the operations of SEVJS, reporting bugs, dealing with fixes, 
conducting validity checks as required by the SEVP, and most of all, handling 
or purging student data duplication. Although it is the international student 
advisors who are in more direct contact with the students , and who are not 
n ecessarily as involved with the operations of SEVJS as P /DSOs, ROs, AROs--
and newly created positions of SEVIS Record Coordinators- are , delays in data 
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processing on SEVIS impact the quality of services advisors provide to their 
assigned students. As noted by Chris Moca, SEVIS Record Coordinator at 
Boston University, 
I can't say that haven't been messes involved in the operations of SEVIS. 
There is still a lot of duplicated data in the system, and it is hard to say if 
it was the system that caused the problem, as opposed to changes in the 
regulations that then we manually have to put into the system. This is 
especially so when we do a transition and upgrade the system and it gets 
some bugs in it. Student's data processing gets delayed. 
Maureen Martin, Assistant Director of Harvard International Office, at 
Harvard University, agrees there were some glitches in SEVIS that had to be 
taken care of urgently, but she is thankful to the fact the DHS allowed them to 
work on the glitches and not have to wait for them, as processing intemational 
student data was critical. She states, 
I think that there were some glitches at the beginning but on the other 
hand the government has allowed us to correct things, accommodating 
those glitches when the system was new because we were under the gun 
to implement this , but so was the government, uh you know after 9 f 11 
they didn't have any choice and we all were afraid that it was simply not 
going to work because it was being rushed through. 
Bugs in SEVIS can negatively impact the influx of international students 
into the universities, as they cause student application delays and at times lead 
to the presence of inaccurate data. Most department administrators, nine of the 
eleven interviewed, made mention of SEVIS delays impacting intemational 
student enrollments. Dr. Robyn Hannigan, Chair of the Science and Math 
program at the University of Massachusetts made the following observation: 
145 
You know, I never tracked the population of students in my department 
until about two years after SEVIS came on board. What prompted me to 
pay attention to it was that we certainly began to have fewer 
applications, especially from people from India and China. We struggled 
with them getting through SEVIS and visa process ... and since that time 
it has not recovered to the level we had before. Much had to do with 
SEVIS and visa processing delays. I think we had to be a little bit faster 
in processing applications because it takes so much longer for the 
students to get through the visa process, and it took so much longer to 
get the I-20s on campus that even though our deadlines stated January, 
we had to make decisions at least a month faster than we would to make 
sure we gave those international students time to go through the visa 
process. 
Another department chair, for Applied Math, informed of the complexities 
and challenges of schools trying to adapt to SEVIS without much help from 
DHS, to the point of issuing a moratorium on international students, 
Some institutions that I know decide to place a moratorium on 
international students, and another gave it up altogether because they 
were not able to adapt to DHS' new visa regulations and SEVIS 
requirements. In one of them, ICE2 wanted to shut down the entire ISSO 
for lack of compliance with SEVIS requirements. 
The integration of SEVIS with schools' home grown student information 
systems has also caused interoperability problems , which also tend to cause 
delays in application processing and enrollment of international students. A 
SEVIS Coordinator suggested some improvements in interoperability as a result 
ofSEVIS: 
We have our own home grown student information system that pretty 
much has allowed our different departments and schools to do things a 
2 Immigration and Customs Enforcement 
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little differently than SEVIS and that has brought up many technical 
issues. Because of SEVIS we have become a lot more aware of how our 
systems interact in the university as a whole and we have been trying to 
bring those systems in line with each other, SEVIS and our own system, 
so that actually things can make sense, so data can be more reliable. The 
more interoperable these two systems are, better we can serve the 
students. 
New visa regulation updates also tend to cause interoperability issues 
with SEVIS, resulting in problems processing students' applications and 
monitoring tasks. When discussing bugs in SEVIS, and asked to be more 
specific, an interviewee, an RO, indicated, 
At times data [in SEVIS] may not reflect the regulations and you need to 
shake them out [fix them]. For the student, that would be a short term 
uh .. . inconvenience. I know for a while they [ICE/SEVP] took the ability 
to apply for OPI' (optional practical training) during the grace period. I 
think that was more of a regulatory change, but I kind of feel like it was 
system driven, and they needed to come up with a way of actually 
implementing those regulations. Once they did it in the system, we got it 
[the ability, the feature] back. But you know, for a few years, that was a 
problem. Students lost 60 days; since they could not apply for OPI' 
during the grace period. 
Glitches with Port of Entry and Foreign Post systems (e.g. US -Visit) CLASS) 1-94 
processing} 
To enhance security without slowing legitimate travel, the DHS has 
instituted some changes in U.S. entry and exit procedures. International 
students may be refused entry into the United States if they attempt to arrive 
more than 30 days before the program start date listed on their SEVIS I-20 
form. ICE also strongly recommends that international students hand-carry 
their evidence of financial resources and student status, such as recent tuition 
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receipts and transcripts. They also recommend that students carry their paper 
receipt for the SEVIS fee, Form I-797 (H 1B Notice of Approval, if student also 
holds an HlB visa), and the name and contact information for their DSO, and a 
24-hour emergency contact number at the school3. 
The majority of interviewees felt that ICE/SEVP requirements generate 
lots of glitches at the port of entry in the U.S. because of interoperability issues 
between their own student information system, SEVIS, and other systems such 
as US-VISIT, and the l-94 processing system. They also mentioned glitches with 
systems at the foreign posts , such as the Consular Lookout and Support 
System (CLASS) . A SEVIS Record Coordinator at Boston University, Chris Moca, 
actually provided an example where ICE regulations allowed for F - 1 student 
program extensions that were not in line with SEVIS, causing problems for 
students when re-entering the country. According to him, 
A good example of what I am talking about is ...... the issue of doing a 
program extension to our F-1 students. The regulations DO NOT [his 
emphasis] limit you to how far into the future you can extend a student. 
But for some reason the SEVIS system will limit you to twelve months. 
You cannot extend a student to stay in the U.S. for more than twelve 
months at a time, which is not regulatory. Yet, it is there and it causes 
confusion. Many SEVIS operators may not be aware of it, and try to stick 
to the regulations, assuming it is a bug in SEVIS, only to h ave students 
fall into secondary (inspection) when they leave and re-enter the country. 
A DSO also commented on similar glitches, this time involving the 
potential adverse effect that flags in SEVIS can h ave, 
3 http:/ jwww.ice.gov Jsevisjfactsheetj 100104ent_stdnt_fs.htm 
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I think there is a problem that comes to mind. You know, we can 
terminate students for various reasons. Some are considered benign 
reasons, say they change their status. While we work to determine their 
status and get it approved, they get what [is] called a flag on their record. 
We then approve their change of status, but the flag remains. Then, 
when they try to enter the country later on, they get put on a secondary 
[further inspection by immigration] because of this flag. The SEVIS 
advisor then needs to work with the SEVIS helpdesk to remove the flag, 
even though the student was not flagged for n egative reasons. 
According to a RO who was interviewed, SEVP is working on the issue 
and hopefully SEVIS will automatically remove such flags when appropriate. He 
informed that, 
... functions in the system (SEVIS] are now supposed to differentiate 
between someone that was flagged for being terminated for changes in 
the status approved, has departed the country, and re-entered. For 
example, when we terminate someone for non-authorized early 
withdrawal we give them a two week grace period for them to depart the 
country. Before, that flag in the students' record would stay forever, until 
a SEVIS professional eventually removed it manually. Now, according to 
SEVIS helpdesk, they ftxed the system in a way that, as long as the 
student has a departure record [e.g. I-94 card is returned] that falls 
within the two-week grace period, the flag is removed, as long as they 
actually leave the country. For a while everyone was getting these flags 
and we had to go through this whole process of getting these flags 
removed. You know, we had to do data fixes to get this flags removed. 
You know, just a major hassle. Meanwhile , the worse thing is that the 
students get to play the guinea pigs. 
A SEVIS Coordinator shares his experience and frustration trying to deal 
with these glitches in a proactive way, 
We were recently told by SEVP of these new enhancements to SEVIS that 
would allow us to proactively call the SEVIS helpdesk ahead of time and 
they should take care of these flags on international students' records. In 
the past we would try to call SEVIS helpdesk immediately, as soon as we 
found a flag, or within ten days of a change made into the system. We 
would tell them that we needed a flag removed, but they would say, "no 
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we can't do it." They used to allow a long time to pass, typically until the 
student in question had a problem, like being pulled on a secondary 
inspection by immigration at a port of entry for no reason. They would 
actually not clear the flag, not fix anything in the record until then. Now, 
it is my understanding that this is no longer an issue. 
Benefits of the system (e.g. data integrity, ISSO visibility, single repository, 
unified data, reporting) 
As discussed at more length in the interoperability section earlier in this 
chapter, under "operation of SEVIS," several SEVIS professionals who were 
interviewed expressed their dissatisfaction with the limitations of SEVIS 
databases , bug fixes, and the helpdesk support provided by ICE/SEVP. When 
interviewees, however, were asked to cite any positive or negative (if any) 
aspects of SEVIS and visa policies, keeping in mind its influence on the influx 
and course of study of intemational students at their graduate science and 
engineering programs, many positive aspects of SEVIS were highlighted by all 
twenty-one interviewees . 
Better record keeping of intemational students, as well as more accurate 
data on those students was one of the benefits cited by department 
administrators. They also mentioned an increasing conviction across the 
institution of being able to better serve the international students and become 
more aware of their needs and challenges in the light of SEVIS and visa 
regulations. Paul Greene, Assistant Dean for International Initiatives at Boston 
University commented, "SEVIS has made us clean up our records." A Dean, 
who asked to remain anonymous, told me, 
150 
I don't think that SEVIS is a bad thing. I don't see SEVIS as a true evil. I 
think that we should have information on international citizens studying 
in the United States ... In fact I think we should know where they are and 
what they are doing, and if they are here legally. I don't have a problem 
with that. I think SEVIS has made us all, the intemational students and 
the university, better citizens. 
Dr. Ben DeWinter, Assistant Provost for Intemational Programs at 
Boston University, also sees the positive impacts of SEVIS calling for a tighter 
interaction with the intemational students, but he also sees its positive impact 
at th e information systems and technology level as a catalyst for better record 
keeping and relationship with the intemational students. He noted that SEVIS 
. .. has alerted the university to the need for good integrated systems that 
focus on the needs and challenges of the international student 
community. There is much at stake, in other words, for the university 
and its reputation vis-a-vis the govemment. So maintaining a good 
intemational student information system throughout the institution has 
become a greater priority as a result of that. 
Another administrator, Dr. Robyn Hannigan, Chair of the Science and 
Math department at the University of Massachusetts also confirms Dr. 
DeWinter's views, as she concludes, 
I think [SEVIS's] positive impact has been that there is a lot more of a 
structured relationship between the international programs office and 
individual faculty while working with the international students. In the 
past a faculty member would bring an international student into the 
international student service office, but it would stop there; they didn 't 
know anything about SEVIS or visa policies, how their students stayed in 
compliance ... They had no idea. I think the faculty is much more aware 
now, which I think is a good thing for the faculty the school, and 
ultimately, the intemational student. 
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By the same token, increased respect by international students for the 
student service office has also increased since SEVIS and new visa policies 
regulations were implemented, which according to Chris Moca, SEVIS Record 
Administrator at Boston University, h elps when seeking resources to support 
international students. He notes, 
It (SEVIS] has given our office a lot more visibility on campus, both with 
the departments as well as with the international students. I think 
people are becoming more aware of what we do and how important it is. 
You can combine all that in one positive aspect of SEVIS and visa 
policies. Not that the students didn't appreciate us before, but defmitely 
we just used to be this office that students need to go to, just so that 
they could get their curriculum prepped for their optional practical 
training, perhaps. But now they see a lot more of what we do, in terms 
of keeping track of their grades, credit levels, graduation, and being able 
to effectively advise them on how to deal with SEVIS requirements, how 
to be successful here. I also think the departments appreciate the burden 
we have here. 
Another benefit cited by SEVIS professionals was its enhanced reporting 
capabilities. All larger schools interviewed already had some type of student 
information system in place, but many smaller schools didn't. In both cases, 
SEVIS provided functional tools to assist their international student community 
to comply with DHS regulations. It also provided efficient tools for these schools 
to issue reports, perform data processing functions and operations, as data 
integrity is enhanced through electronic document processing and tracking. 
One SEVIS Coordinator stated, 
... setting aside the hassles in operating SEVIS with so many bugs and 
data fixes, the bottom line is that our student service system is much 
better now than it has ever been. We have reporting and data tracking 
capabilities that we have never had and I don't think we could ever have, 
at this level, this scope. I think SEVIS II will resolve many of the 
problems we face today, and I think we'll see the real benefit of SEVIS 
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only five years from now, once we are all familiar with the system and 
DHS had had the chance to fix the bugs. The system is also very 
beneficial to the student. Now they know exactly where they stand with 
student's service and the government. As long as they are not hearing 
from us, all is well, and they seem to appreciate that peace of mind, and 
if anything comes up, they know we are here to help them. 
Another SEVIS professional, an RO, was very optimistic about SEVIS 
benefits to international students and how it would ease their enrollment and 
monitoring process . According to her, 
SEVIS will benefit students in a big way. Once the system is fully 
implemented and debugged, international students can expect that immigration 
forms will be produced faster, that applications for benefits such as practical 
training employment authorization will be simpler and approved more quickly, 
and that entry or re-entry into the United States will proceed more smoothly. 
While most of the interviewees saw SEVIS as a positive implementation, 
at least in the long run, once bugs are fixed and the system more stable, there 
were a few negative opinions. Three of the eleven department administrators , 
and one admissions official felt that SEVIS negatively impacts international 
students ' views of how welcome the United States really is. They expressed 
concerns of a potential drop in the influx of international students at American 
universities due to the "more burdensome aspects of SEVIS onto the 
[international] students, which leaves them with the impression that America is 
not welcoming," as shared by a PDSO. 
Not only there is a sentiment from the part of th e interviewees that 
international students are being negatively impacted by SEVIS and F -1 visa 
policies, but also the SEVIS professionals themselves are feeling the burden. 
For one SEVIS Coordinator," ... the main negative aspect of SEVIS is the 
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increased burden in reporting." One ISSO official states that 
Definitely there are many other obstacles that need to be covered aside 
from SEVIS impacts on the international student while in the U.S. and 
SEVIS administrators. It is a non-brainer that we have made the process 
a lot more difficult. It has become a lot more difficult to apply to study in 
the United States. The process is much more elaborate. Not only that, it 
has become more expensive too. 
Compliance 
It is important to note that when the issue of SEVIS and visa compliance 
was brought up in the online survey, many of the survey respondents and 
interviewees did not feel comfortable discussing the topic. During the survey 
process, 18 prospects decided not to take the survey for not wanting to talk 
about SEVIS. One prospect was "not at liberty to discuss SEVIS or SAOs." 
Another wrote, "it is not my job to express any opinions [on the topic]," while 
others expressed similar reasons for not taking the survey. 
A similar situation was found during the interview process, as almost 
80% of those who were invited declined to be interviewed. For those who agreed, 
during the interviews it was evident that SEVIS compliance was a sensitive 
topic, spoken about with hesitation; it was a big issue with the international 
student service office, department administrators, and admissions officials. 
All twenty-one interviewees expressed, to one level or another, their 
commitment to assist international students in ways that prevented any status 
violations from occurring. SEVIS professionals, advisors and 
coordinators/operators , felt that their main role was to spend their time and 
energy advising and educating international students about SEVIS and how to 
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remain in compliance, rather than spending time trying to ftx a situation after a 
violation has occurred, or becoming "a SEVIS computer operator," as a SEVIS 
Coordinator noted. This is specially so because "DHS has tightened the 
regulations , making students' reinstatements, once th ey fall out-of-status, 
almost impossible to obtain," as indicated by a PDSO. 
While the issue of compliance was very important in the minds of all 
interviewees, there were four major themes that continued to surface in the 
large majority of th e interviews, in 17 out of the 21. Namely they were 
concemed with a) delays in visa processing and security advisory opinions 
(SAOs); b) enrollment of intemational students; c) the Classification of 
Instructional Program (CIP) coding and its discrepancies with SEVIS STEM 
designated CIPs ; and d) in novative strategies being adopted to keep the school 
and its international student population under compliance with ICE 
regulations . 
In short, as noted by a PDSO interviewed,' SEVIS compliance is probably 
the biggest issue when thinking about the influence of SEVIS on international 
student enrollment. SEVIS is, without a doubt, having an impact on school 
admissions since a significant percentage of these students have been reluctant 
to apply to universities in the United States ." One interviewee, an ISSO official, 
while agreeing that SEVIS compliance is of major importance, points out that 
visa processing and SAO issuance impact international students in a greater 
way, 
SEVIS compliance is a much greater challenge than the implementation 
and day-to-day operation of SEVIS because it requires a major change in 
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process, organizational relationships . I mean between our offices (ISSO] 
and the various departments, and data interface on campus. All these 
data silos must be interoperable with SEVIS, and must be in compliance 
with it as well. But these issues can be resolved. It will take time, but it 
can. What we have no control over, and what impacts the intemational 
students the most, in my view, are the visa processing and the security 
opinions (SAOs], when triggered. We have no idea of what goes on there ... 
Delays in visa and SAO processing 
Most interviewees, 16 out of21, commented that for the past few years 
since the implementation of SEVIS, F -1 students and scholars have become 
increasingly frustrated with delays in visa processing. They all agreed that there 
has been improvement along the years, but still, in their views such delays are 
impacting student enrollment. The general feeling is that ICE/SEVP has set 
compliance at a very high bar. A Physics Department Chair notes, 
Many of our international students are unaware that due to SEVIS their 
visa application takes several weeks if not months, to process, even if 
previously they received visas to visit the United States within days. 
While we work with the student service office, and those who manage the 
visa process to try to improve this situation, I think it is important for 
intemational students to better understand what the problems are and 
what they can do to help alleviate them. 
Department administrators and SEVIS professionals acknowledged that 
international students do not know much about SEVIS, how it works, and how 
it can impact them during the application process, and once they are enrolled 
at the school. They believe that much of the overtone expressed by students 
(e.g. negative perception of not being welcome, apprehension, mistrust of 
advisors and SEVIS) is a result of lack of understanding about SEVIS and visa 
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policies . An interviewee, the Chair of an Engineering Department, shared the 
view that, 
Some of the efforts by our government to monitor the flow of 
international students in the name of national security are having 
unintended consequences for American science, engineering, and 
medicine . I know of at least two cases where an outstanding young 
scientist has been prevented from entering the country, and an engineer 
applying for a graduate program here was delayed almost three months 
in his entering the U.S. The most frustrating is that they had no idea 
why. One of them, the engineer, h ad actually finished his undergraduate 
program here in the U.S. three years ago. 
Dr. Ben DeWinter, Assistant Provost for International Programs at 
Boston University commented on this issue, but from a broader perspective, 
encompassing the entire university. He said, 
Compliance is very important to us. That was the message that we 
immediately took to everyone. We must comply. As a result we had 
extremely good cooperation from around the university, from various 
offices, from the very top to the computer services, to make sure that we 
had the best possible system to interact with SEVIS. I think that has 
happened . SEVIS compliance also impacted our budget as a result. We 
added a couple staff; one of them is an expert in both immigration issues 
as well as information technology. We also added a position to deal more 
effectively with the graduate students and scholars, and visiting faculty. 
So, all in all we strengthened the international students and the scholar's 
office. 
A member of the ISSO staff emphasized the fact that most international 
student applicants going through a visa process do not understand how 
decisions are made at consular level, on wheth er to issue an F - 1 visa to an 
applicant or not. She believes that DHS and consular officers should educate 
applicants on this process. She shared the information, 
According to immigration laws the responsibility for issuance or refusal 
of visas is delegated to Department of State consular officers overseas. 
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Most international student visas that are denied are done so under 
Section 214(b) of the INA [Immigration and Nationality Act], which says 
that every student, as an alien, shall be presumed to be an immigrant 
[emphasis is hers] until the student is able to convince the consular 
official during the application interview, that he or she is entitled to a 
nonimmigrant status, in this case, a F-1 visa. Now, how many students 
know that? Maybe they should receive along with their I-20 a kit that 
explains how SEVIS works and what they should be aware of. I don't 
know if that happens. I don't think so. 
A PDSO expressed similar concerns about visa delays and how he 
believed it to be much more impactful on the influx of international students 
into the U.S . than SEVIS itself, 
The fact we issue I-20s to students evidently does not mean that they will 
get an F - 1 visa. The burden of proving they are eligible to come here 
does not lie with the I-20 or the school. It lies with the students applying 
for the visa, who must demonstrate that they have reasons to return to 
their country of residence. This proof of "strong or binding ties," as DHS 
calls it, can be a house, a job, a family, a bank account, a scholarship, or 
any other indicator t hat compels the student to leave the United States 
and return home. While decisions to deny visas can be overturned, as 
long as th e student can provide new evidence of his ties, or demonstrate 
how his circumstances have changed since the time of the original 
application, such appeals add delays to this process. Many times 
students end up giving up on it, especially if SAOs are triggered, which at 
times can take anywhere from 30 days to a few months. 
Sharon Ladd, Director of Harvard International Office at Harvard 
University points out that especially in 2002; students were being delayed due 
to security clearances. She states, 
I think that what really impacted students, and impacts students to a 
lesser degree now, I think, was the visa delays because of the security 
clearances. And that had really nothing to do at all with SEVIS. We didn't 
know ... I think it was the uh, all of 2002, would that be right? When 
students were being denied visas and were being told "don't call us, we'll 
call you." Th ere were some students that didn't make it back here. So 
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this was all due to security clearances and some of them were for 
students from the Middle Eastern countries. 
International Student Enrollment 
Overall, interviewees were in agreement that international student 
enrollment is a concern at their university. They also agree that the 
implementation of SEVIS resulted in more control of the student visa process. 
Not all interviewees, however, 4 out of 21, agreed that SEVIS implementation 
caused international student enrollments to decline. In their views, students 
are not much aware of SEVIS. These four interviewees view the system just as a 
database, blaming visa processing instead for the decline in enrollment. 
"I don't think SEVIS has had an impact on international student 
enrollment. I think lengthy security clearances are not common but when they 
happen, they are disruptive and cause visa delays. I can't answer whether they 
are necessary," noted a RO. Another interviewee exempted SEVIS all together 
from influencing enrollment stating "I do not believe SEVIS has had a negative 
influence on recruiting. I believe the program works surprisingly well." Yet 
another interviewee, a SEVIS Coordinator, is supportive of SEVIS, noting that 
"although the SEVIS implementation may have caused difficulty in obtaining a 
student visa quickly, on the other hand, it lessened the probability of someone 
abusing the process for political motives (e.g., terrorist actions)." 
In short, interviewees tend to have mixed opinions about SEVIS. Some 
did not agree that SEVIS may have been the cause for a drop in international 
student enrollment. They did agree however, so did all other interviewees, that 
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"recent actions taken by the U.S. Department of State and the U.S. Department 
of Homeland Security have led to a more efficient process of obtaining a student 
visa in a minimum amount of time," as stated by an intemational student 
service official. 
An administrator at Boston University commented, 
I think enrollment in our case remained reasonably stable. In fact, very 
stable I would say. I attribute that to the quick and enormous effort that 
was done to work with applicants and to really go all out to help them 
out. We probably did not lose, I mean, I think that the population h as 
stayed very stable and this past year (2008) it grew again, but there was 
still a very little difference in the total numbers of international students 
and scholars coming to BU as a result of 2001. 
Sharon Ladd, Director of Harvard International Office at Harvard 
University indicated that at some point the entire nation was experiencing a 
drop in enrollment of graduate science and engineering students. According to 
h er, 
I think that, and I forgot what year that was, I think it was 2003 we 
noticed that there was a drop in enrollment. Again, these are nationwide 
trends, not just what Harvard is saying; this was happening across the 
country, ... that there were fewer applicants to science and engineering 
graduate schools. At that time Larry Summers, who was then president 
of Harvard, wrote to Colin Powell, who was then Secretary of State 
indicating that he had thought, you know, that obviously the University 
supported the National Security, and that he felt somewhat that the 
country was being short-sighted and that it was going to have a negative 
impact of preventing international students and scholars from coming to 
the U.S. 
While some interviewees didn't believe SEVIS has caused a drop in 
international student enrollment, others felt th at their school's proactive 
approach prevented a decline in enrollment, some others reported that SEVIS 
and visa policies were indeed causing a decline in overall enrollment, and in 
some cases, targeted certain student populations. An interviewee Chair of the 
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Department of Engineering said 
There was some down tum, as I recall, in the number of students coming 
from the Middle East, which was most severely impacted ... (long pause) ... 
for obvious reasons that had to do with 9 I 11 events and the people who 
were involved with that. So it has been extremely difficult for students 
coming from the Middle East. 
Similar trends were highlighted by Dr. Robyn Hannigan, Chair of the 
Science Department at the University of Massachusetts as she notes, 
I never tracked the population of students in my department until about 
two years after SEVIS came on board. What prompted me to pay 
attention to it was that we certainly began to have fewer applications, 
especially from people from India and China. We struggled with them 
getting through the visa process ... 
Again, Sharon Ladd, Director of Harvard Intemational Office at Harvard 
University also pointed out that Chinese students in particular were adversely 
impacted by security clearances. She states, 
But the group that was really slammed by security clearances was the 
Chinese. And people would say to us, you know sort of gist "did the 
Chinese have anything to do with 9 I 11 ?" It seemed like something of a 
disconnect, but obviously there were different reasons why they were 
doing the security clearances on the Chinese than there are now. 
While these three interviewees were very specific about the drop of 
enrollment from Middle East, China, and India, A PDSO brought up a different 
perspective on the issue of enrollment reports that would deserve more 
investigation, because in his view no one really knows the exact number or the 
reasons for international students decline. He stated, 
161 
The SEVIS Newsletter [issued periodically by ICE] has reported on the 
drop of international students' enrollment, but it does not provide a 
justification for it. No one really knows the cause . I can think of a few 
possibilities. One reason could be that formally registered or approved 
students who were originally counted and then became either inactive, 
no-shows, or were removed out of the country for violations. Maybe 
another reason could be that SEVIS' student count report was first 
available in 2005, which depicted greater accuracy than numbers given 
in 2004. Since then SEVIS' data has become even more accurate. 
Another reason may be that SEVIS became more efficient and accurate 
as the years go by, so did its reporting on student enrollments. Lastly, 
colleges and universities are likely to use different systems and metrics 
to count their enrollment and report them. 
CIP coding, discrepancies and STEM CIP codes 
Interviewees expressed concern with compliance of SEVIS STEM CIP 
codes versus those used by their education institution. As a taxonomic coding 
scheme, the Classification of Instructional Programs (CIP) contains titles and 
descriptions of primarily postsecondary instructional programs. It was 
developed by the department of education (DoE) to facilitate the National Center 
for Educational Statistics (NCES) collection and reporting of postsecondary 
degree completions by major field of study using standard classifications that 
capture the majority of reportable program activity. The CIP is the accepted 
federal government statistical standard on instructional program classifications 
and used by ICE in the SEVIS system. 
In April of 2008 ICE published a list of CIP codes that have been 
designated as science, technology, engineering, or math (STEM) degrees for the 
purpose of approving a 17 -month STEM extension of optional practical training 
(OPT) under the provisions of 8 CFR 214.2(f)(10)(ii)(C). From there on, in order 
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for F-1 students to qualify for this 17-month extension, the code for the 
student's degree program must be on that list. 
A PDSO explains his frustration by stating, 
The problem is that many times students studying in the fields of science 
and engineering, STEM fields, may not have a CIP code that matches 
SEVIS STEM CIP codes . If that is the case these students would not be 
eligible for the 17 -month extension that would allow them to pursue 
OPT. To change a student's CIP code in SEVIS at this point can be a 
daunting task. We have to justify to ICE why a student's CIP is being 
changed. 
An RO commented, 
We often have to verify our current students' CIP and make sure it is the 
correct one. If not, we need to change it. This means that hundreds of 
CIP may have to be changed in the system. Failure to do so in a timely 
manner can result in the student's inability to apply for training [OPT], 
and even accelerate the student's departure time from the U.S. 
According to interviewees, ICE encourages SEVIS professionals to 
suggest a change to the list of STEM designated degrees, which could prevent a 
lot of changes that would have to be made otherwise in the system, and reduce 
the risk of jeopardizing a student's OPT eligibility. But according to a SEVIS 
Coordinator, "this takes time and is not guaranteed, as change requests are 
reviewed by ICE in conjunction with the Department of Education and other 
a dvisors." 
A SEVIS Record Coordinator explained that the problem is aggravated 
because different departments pick CIP codes they believe will be in compliance 
with SEVIS STEM CIP, which is not always the case, and many time puts them 
at odds with the students, who do not understand why the code was changed. 
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He notes, 
The problem is that many departments pick these CIP codes from the 
department of education list believing that it will be in compliance with 
SEVIS [STEM] CIP code list. Sometimes the students ask the department 
why they chose certain CIP codes, which may not be in line with their 
understanding of what they want to study or research. The department 
tries to comply with SEVIS without raising any flags. They would say 
"well, we chose this CIP code because we thought it was more in line with 
SEVIS." 
Innovative strategies 
Compliance with SEVIS has been clearly a priority for all interviewees at 
their institutions. To deal with insurmountable pressures from all directions, 
interviewees reported that in many cases innovative strategies had to be 
developed in order to cope with deficiencies on SEVIS, lack of support from ICE 
and SEVIS helpdesk, or in dealing with student's compliances with SEVIS. 
Throughout the interviewing process a number of different strategies designed 
to enhance SEVIS compliance-as illustrated below-surfaced. 
Training of international students on the many aspects of SEVIS and its 
compliance seem to be the first line of defense against the potential lack of 
student compliance at their institutions . A 100% of interviewees mentioned 
some sort of mandatory training offered to international students regarding 
SEVIS and what they need to know to maintain compliance-remaining in-
status-- as well as the consequences of falling out-of-status. A RO indicated, 
At the beginning of each semester the intemational student service office 
offers a mandatory SEVIS compliance training program, as a brmvn-bag, 
where students come by for couple hours, have lunch with us and leam 
about important information about remaining in-status with SEVIS and 
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the consequences of falling out-of-status. We make every student 
accountable for taking this training. This strategy has helped us educate 
the student, which in turn makes the job of advisors and SEVIS 
Coordinators a lot easier. 
Training programs are not only focused on the intemational students, 
but also on the SEVIS professionals and administrators. An intemational 
student and scholar office professional commented on the importance of being 
involved with the development and updates of SEVIS as one of the best ways to 
improve international student assistance, and maintain enrollment by avoiding 
unnecessary out-of-status flags. She states, 
We make sure to be abreast of SEVIS developments and that our 
P /DSOs are involved. For instance, our people [ISSO people] are very 
much involved with NAFSA's Intemational Student/Scholar Regulatory 
Practice Committee, which has established a SEVIS II Task Force. When 
we last met, in March [of 2009] we created a summary of key points 
discussed on that meeting as part of the SEVIS II Stakeholders, such as 
the new Immigration Identification Number (liN) , which will eliminate 
duplication of student records , the goal of SEVIS to become a paperless 
system, defining our academic and exchange programs in SEVIS, and 
avoiding CEP discrepancies, and the list goes on. The truth is, without 
access to such information I can't not even imagine how we can serve our 
students effectively. 
An interviewee, a RO, mentioned another strategy to assist intemational 
student compliance with SEVIS indicating that at times their intemational 
student service office works with the university psychologists at their 
counseling services department to arrange a doctor's note to back up an out-of-
status incidence. She states, 
We try to go the extra mile in assisting a student not to fall out-of-status. 
The legislation does not allow international students to withdraw from a 
course for academic reasons, but if we determine that th ere has been an 
improper course placement, alternatives are available. But sometimes 
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they are not. Sometimes the solution does not fit, or other times they 
have already used it. Sometimes we can use a medical alternative, 
depending on the situation. It is possible to under-enroll for medical 
reasons ... If we see a student that is struggling with more than academic 
reasons we encourage them to visit our counseling center and sometimes 
that results in an evaluation and treatment plan, which involves the 
permission to under-enroll. This condition is acceptable by ICE but they 
require a letter signed by a doctor or licensed psychologist. We have a 
couple of psychologists in our counseling center who have written those 
letters when appropriate. 
A science department chair stated that at her institution she did not 
believe F -1 students were being held to the minimum of 12 credit course 
enrollment. She reported, 
Although the requirements for international students are for them to 
take a minimum of 12 credits, I am not aware of any international 
students that are actually being held to that... [pause] ... Uh, I don't know 
enough, actually, if they are taking the full program that they are 
supposed to or not ... 
A few interviewees, four out of the 21, indicated that in an attempt to 
prevent students from falling out of the status they began to proactively 
establish partnerships with surrounding local colleges and universities, so that 
if students were to drop a course, they could always substitute for it from a 
variety of other programs at those institutions in case they could not find 
another course to take within their own program. They also allowed for 
internships as a substitute for courses. An international student and scholar 
office official explains, 
In order to prevent out-of-status conditions we have modified our 
programs. We now have a fairly liberal CJYI' (curriculum practical 
training) that does allow for optional internships to take place, but we do 
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require there to be a curricular basis for that, and the work has to be 
tied to a specific course that really fits. So they created an intemship 
course with credits with the registrar. 
A Physics department chair indicated that in order to protect their 
international students they decided to require a minimum of 16 credits per 
semester. As he indicated, "while the requirement is for 12 credits, by having 16 
the students can afford to drop a course, if necessary, and still remain in 
status ." 
Yet another strategy that surfaced during the interviews was that, in 
order to avoid problems with SEVIS CIP coding, particularly for the STEM 
courses, a school's department and at times the SEVIS professionals, would 
change th e CIP code in the student's I-20s and/ or SEVIS without that student's 
knowledge or request. When students asked the reason for the change, 
concerned that the new code was different from the original code, and did not 
reflect the program they have chosen, SEVIS administrators would then 
indicate "that the new CIP was the closer match ." According to an interviewee, a 
SEVIS Record Coordinator, 
I believe some departments have reassessed all their students. I mean, 
they have changed all the students' CIP codes to be compliant with 
SEVIS STEM CIP codes. Sometimes the students ask why the CIP code 
has been changed, which may not be in line with their understanding of 
what they want to study or research. The department is trying to comply 
with SEVIS without raising any flags. The hope is that the CIP code they 
chose will result in a crosswalk with an acceptable CIP code in SEVIS. 
Don't get me WTong, we are not violating ... uh, I'm not saying we 
advocate violating ... you know? We change the code because it will 
match with SEVIS STEM code. Perhaps this new code is a better 
description of what the students are doing here, and it is SEVIS STEM 
eligible. So the department will switch the CIP code to help the student, 
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so they can take advantage of STEM extensions. As long as we don't 
abuse it, which I don't ... I don't think we are abusing it. The students 
don't like it, and say "that's not what I'm studying here!" We say, "well, 
that's the closer we can get!" 
Many of the professionals interviewed observed that the tone and 
interaction with intemational students had been affected by SEVIS and visa 
policies implemented post 9/ 11. For the most part this took the form of 
international students' apprehension (e.g. mistrust of advisors, 
misunderstandings about SEVIS), increased security, increased workload (e.g. 
increased need of resources, multiple monitoring tasks and data check 
requirements), negative student perceptions of not being welcome at the schools 
and in the U.S. , and lack of knowledge about SEVIS and SAOs. In some cases, 
they feel that the level of importance of the student service office increased, 
because the departments and school as a whole began to depend and rely on 
them as the gatekeepers of SEVIS, and the important task of complying with 
SEVIS and visa policies regulations. Chris Maca, SEVIS Record Coordinator at 
Boston University notes that SEVIS overtones actually "give us a strong weight 
as an office and authority we didn't have." 
Student's Apprehension (e.g. mistrust of advisors, misunderstanding of what 
SEVIS is) 
Most of the department administrators interviewed, eight out of eleven, 
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as well as all the eight SEVIS professionals and two admissions officials felt, a 
noticeable ch ange in ton e in their interactions with international students after 
9/ 11 in 2001, and particularly after the full implementation of SEVIS in 2003. 
In their views, the international students' tone became increasingly more 
apprehensive towards their advisors at the student service office, as well as with 
regard to what SEVIS actually was and how it could impact them as they were 
being monitored. As noted by Robyn Hannigan, Science and Math Department 
Chair at University of Massachusetts, 
As administrator, I don't know much of the interaction international 
students are having with their advisors. I don't know anything other than 
advisors trying to stay more on top of what the students are doing, as 
they no longer seem to trust their advisors as they used to. I mean, they 
are more on top of them [internationals students] than normally they 
would. 
An international student and scholar office official commented on the 
tone of fear that many international students in general tend to have, stating, 
I think it has been scarier for the international student to come to study 
in the United States. This is because, you know, they have a lot of things 
that they now have to comply with, many that they may not be aware of, 
such as all the specifics of SEVIS, and the faculty may not know either. I 
think they get very nervous when they get an email, oh no! that says "you 
haven't filled out this or that," you know, or "you didn't let us know that 
you moved; now you will be in a big trouble," kind of thing .. . 
International students are also very apprehensive ofwhat SEVIS is and 
how the system can impact their academic lives and educational prospects at 
their science and engineering programs. This is because they are aware that 
DHS watches these programs more closely and that no one really knows what 
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the technology alert list contains, what specifically are the restricted courses. 
As a SEVIS Coordinator notes, " .. .international students, at least in their first 
year, are very nervous of committing a mistake." 
Increased security 
The majority of SEVIS professionals interviewed felt that ICE/SEVP 
overtones lead to a change in their roles, from advisors and database 
administrators to increased security enforcers. An ISSO professional shared the 
experiences from her day-to-day functioning, and the effects she sees in her job 
and the international students . 
... while many well-established institutions have maintained their 
student-centered attitude and principles, the functionality of SEVIS has 
caused a certain portion of international student advisors to see 
themselves as deputies of the Department of Homeland Security. They 
take on an enforcement approach to their responsibilities and let that 
approach supersede their role as educators. I think it would be rather 
easy to slip into that mindset without institutional support or peer's 
feedback, which I think explains why (in my experience) we're more likely 
to encounter these "deputized" advisors at smaller institutions . However, 
there are some larger institutions who have unfortunately adopted this 
approach as well. 
A little more than half of the department administrators interviewed, six 
out of eleven, also alluded to this change in tone, but with different views than 
SEVIS professionals. While they shared the theme of SEVIS and visa policies 
fostering increased security, they viewed it as necessary. A Computer Science 
Department Chair points out, 
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In a nutshell, this whole process, SEVIS and visa policies, were designed 
to catch students that should not be admitted in the United States. So, it 
is a restrictive policy by definition, which came out of the fact that out of 
the nine people involved in the September 11 attacks, some were on 
student visas. So, I was not even expecting for the system to be so much 
easier. In other words, they shouldn't make it easy for students from the 
Middle East to enter the country, as that would defeat the case. 
Another administrator who was interviewed, a Science Department 
Chair, expressed similar feelings with regard to increased security underlying 
SEVIS and current visa policies. Pointing out that the SEVIS and visa policies 
in place are making much harder for international students to come to the U.S. 
as he adds, 
I think we need some mechanism. Whether this is the best mechanism or 
not, I don't know, since we don't have anything else, I don't have any 
other mechanism to compare to. I really think that it is hard on the other 
end to enter the United States. Practically SEVIS is making it difficult, 
but there are many ways to get into the United States quite easily, 
especially for learning English as a second language. 
An admissions official pointed out that he did not see the merits of SEVIS 
and F-1 visa policies attempting to increase security, as "international students 
account for less than 3% of the non-immigrant visas issued every year." Paul 
Greener, Assistant Dean for International Initiatives at Boston University, notes 
that there are flaws with international students' visa policies, but he 
emphasizes that they are not as restrictive as some would h ave it, 
Even though SEVIS and visa policies are not right, in fact they are much 
different than they used to be, students still, if they want to get an 
American education, to have the American experience, they still come. 
Our [enrollment] numbers have remained unchanged for the entire last 
five, six, seven years and BU has actually shown some growth in 
[international students] the past year or two. 
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Maureen Martin, Assistant Director of Harvard International OfTice at 
Harvard University, has a more optimistic view of the increased security 
brought by security clearances, indicating that the worse had passed. She 
stated, 
Even though we are having, still having, some difficulties with security 
clearances and visa delays it's not the same problem as it was in 2002 
and 2003. I think there has been a real turn around in public sentiment 
about how important it is to have these people [intemational students] in 
our midst. But again, I think that security clearance is a bigger issue 
because I don't think that most students would know even what SEVIS 
IS. 
Workload {e.g. increased need of resources, multiple monitoring and data 
check requirements 
All SEVIS professionals who were interviewed expressed their concerns 
over the increased workload levels at their offices . Without exception, all 
international student services ofTices interviewed experienced an increase in 
staff, ranging from additional students' advisors to the creation of new positions 
such as SEVIS Coordinators or SEVIS Record Coordinators, in addition to the 
ICE/SEVP's designed school ofTicials (e.g. P/DSOs, ROs, and AROs). In some 
cases, SEVIS professionals had to take on a double-role at their offices, acting 
as P /DSOs and Directors of the ISSO, or ROs and SEVIS Record Coordinators. 
In short, each ofTice was impacted by SEVIS and the new visa policies 
regulations, making it challenging to support international students, and 
prevent the workload from affecting the influx of intemational students to their 
schools. 
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This sentiment is only partially shared by the school administrators who 
were interviewed. All eleven of them agree with the increased workload since the 
implementation of SEVIS and worry that it may affect the influx of intemational 
students into their programs, but there is a sense that they have taken the 
necessary steps to prevent such situation by authorizing the hiring of additional 
staff of automating many of SEVIS operations (batch system). 
An Associate Chair of a Computer Science department said, for example, 
I am aware of the workload at the students' services office and concemed 
of how it may impact the inflow of intemational students in our 
programs. We are really trying to work with the students, since delays on 
our end impact them, and since they are late in getting here. This issue 
of increased workload has generated a fair amount of good will; our 
willingness to entertain alternatives and trying to work with the 
students. 
SEVIS requires multiple monitoring tasks and data checks, which also 
increases the workload of SEVIS professionals above and beyond reviewing 
student applications and issuing I-20s and then monitoring them once they 
arrive. Chris Maca, a SEVIS Record Coordinator explains, 
. .. our advisors spend additional time reconciling SEVIS alerts and the 
typical work that SEVIS requires. We also need to make sure to get the 
registration dates sent to ICE/SEVP. This is something we didn't have to 
do before. You only had to report someone, if they failed to maintain 
status, I mean, if they dropped below full-time or they withdrew 
prematurely, before the program has been completed. You only needed to 
report on these events. But to report on registration of students every 
semester ... ? This idea that you have to report a student's registration 
every semester to conftrm his continuing participation in the program is 
extremely time consuming. Not only you have to sort out F - ls from J-
ls ... This has put an additional burden every semester. I mean, in the 
beginning of every semester we have to confirm with all our students, 
every time, instead of just reporting on those students that DID NOT 
[emphases were his] return ... 
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A SEVIS RO adds, 
Our workload is what it is ... I mean, I don't think SEVIS created my 
workload. In terms ofworkload increasing ... , as the system changes, 
sometimes these changes increase my workload, but sometimes it 
decreases, by better implementation, improvement on their [SEVIS] alert 
list, by fixing certain bugs that have been in the system and had required 
or caused us to constantly work around it, or requesting data fixes to 
their bugs. All that can increase our workload and impair our ability 
work with the students, to keep them coming. 
Some SEVIS professionals do not feel so impacted by the increased 
workload demanded by SEVIS, but unlike many other schools, they 
acknowledge the fact of their institution being large and capable of adding staff 
to mitigate the problem. A PDSO informed me, 
... we have the benefit to have a pretty large staff. Plus they [school 
administrators] have created a whole new position. Not a lot of schools 
can create positions or add the positions to their staff. We have added my 
position, which is new, added a few other positions working with SEVIS, 
and added more advisors' positions. We didn't have scholar's advisors 
positions before and we added two of those, and then about a year and a 
half we added a second one. So, we have increased our staff. That has 
certainly decreased our burden and the workload that advisors were 
experiencing. Yet, we still have about 800 students per advisors right 
now. So, we have a couple of F-1 students helping us out and one J-1 
student helping as well. 
A SEVIS Coordinator confirms this sentiment, 
As far as SEVIS multiple tasks, we got a quite amount of work here. We 
got a lot of people [international students] that needs to be served, so we 
don't create a bottleneck, and any time we can h ave a new position 
added to our staff it certainly will decrease the workload. So, there is no 
doubt there has been an increased burden with the SEVIS system and 
that impact international students applying to come here. 
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An Applied Math department chair believes that the issue of workload 
and potential impact on the influx of intemational students into American 
institutions has nothing to do with SEVIS, but with the global economy and 
general impression students have that they are not welcome here. He 
commented, "I really don't think that the impacts we are experiencing can be 
attributed to SEVIS. It is more of a geopolitical issue involving finances and 
other alternative schools they can go around the world." 
There is also a tone of hopefulness that SEVIS II will help reduce the 
workload SEVIS professionals are experiencing at present. Most interviewees, 
fourteen of the 21 SEVIS professionals and school administrators interviewed, 
shared this view independently. An international student service office official 
pointed out, 
I think SEVIS has started to become a better system and that will help 
us by reducing workload and allowing us to focus more on the 
[international] students, instead of technical issues. I think the whole 
reason they [ICE/SEVP] are coming up with SEVIS II is because they 
have pushed the original SEVIS system to its limit. It is not an issue that 
it can or can't do the job, but more of an issue about the technology it 
was built upon. So they have decided pretty much to start over, to use 
batch, and build a whole new system. 
Negative perception of not being welcome 
Most of SEVIS professionals interviewed, six out of eight, as well as the 
two admissions officials, and six of the eleven department administrators, 
shared the views that international students' negative perception of not being 
welcome in the United States, and at their institutions, has made their job of 
supporting these students a lot more difficult. 
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One interviewee, and ISSO official, expressed his concerns regarding the 
importance of trying to understand the international students' point of view and 
work with them, so they can feel welcome in the U.S. and at their academic 
programs. She noted, 
.. .it is very important for our university to be well prepared to meet the 
needs of [international] students. I think the first thing is to realize that 
we are not going to change the policies of the government any time soon, 
so students won't just stop feeling unwelcome here. What we need to do 
is to adjust our operations, our staff, our systems, and most effectively 
meet the needs of international students coming to our university, or 
interested in coming to our university. 
Dr. Ben DeWinter, Assistant Provost for International Programs at 
Boston University, also noted the importance of having a trained and well 
prepared international student service staff to help international students 
overcome these negative perceptions. He conveyed to me his feelings, 
I think we mobilized the university to understand what was at stake and 
brought in the expertise from around the campus, and beyond as well, to 
address the fact international students did not feel welcome here , 
because I think that really was the most immediately important action 
we could take. If we did not hasten to prepare our staff and systems to 
deal with these negative feelings from students, and with SEVIS, then 
there was a significant risk of losing some of our students and visiting 
faculty as well. 
Many of the interviewees, across categories, indicated to me that 
international students, especially those from the Middle East, fear the U.S. 
authorities and look at SEVIS with mistrust. SEVIS professionals who 
commented on this believe that the restrictive and policing nature of SEVIS 
with regard to its monitoring requirements (e.g. notification of change of 
address, monitoring of grades, courses taken, health and financial issues) 
176 
makes students very nervous. This opinion was also shared by Dr. Robyn 
Hannigan, Chair of the Science and Math department at the University of 
Massachusetts. She informed me that "international students tend to be very 
afraid of committing a mistake, doing something wrong, because they don't 
understand SEVIS, the motives behind it, and how to prevent problems until it 
is too late, when they receive an email or communication from their advisor." 
An international student and scholar office official comments on the 
many stories he has heard from international students who were apprehensive 
about studying in the U.S . He believes that in the long run these feelings will 
subside, as SEVIS improves its systems and student service staff becomes more 
abreast of the technology and visa regulations. He noted, 
We have many stories of candidates who decided not to complete an 
application to an American institution, including ours, because they did 
not feel that they were any longer welcome in this country, and that the 
jury was out, that this would have a permanent impact on their ability to 
study in the United States. I do think that in the short term there were 
some real concerns on the part of international students, in either 
submitting an application or completing it. I mean, it was more than 
that; it was access to appropriate consular offices abroad and so on as 
well . Fortunately, I sort of took the long view, if you will, that the value of 
an American education is still very high around the world. Maybe with 
the passage of time, and a better and more regularized SEVIS, with 
SEVIS II, students would start to come back again. I think that has 
proven to be the case. 
Lack of knowledge about SEVIS and SAOs 
The vast majority of department administrators expressed significant 
lack of knowledge about SEVIS, SAOs, and the international students' visa 
policies . Ten of the eleven interviewees did not know enough about the topic to 
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be able to express any views or assess the influence of SEVIS and visa policies 
on the influx of international students at their own departments. In order to 
interview the administrators, it was necessary to convey to them that they were 
not expected to be versed on SEVIS or visa policies, although it was important 
to assess how they dealt with everyday departmental decisions related to 
international students and if they affected any of their programs. 
When asked to convey their views on the topic, it was common to hear 
statements made as to free oneself from responsibility, a sort of hedge clause 
before we could begin the interview. Examples of such statements include 
(except when noted, all of these administrators declined to be interviewed due 
to their lack of knowledge on the topic), but are not limited to 
• "I have not given this matter sufficient thought at all to feel 
comfortable speaking about the issue," by an Associate Vice President 
of Academic Affairs, Student Affairs and International Relations. 
• "I do not know anything about SEVIS, so cannot provide any 
information," by a Soil, Environmental and Atmospheric Sciences 
Program Administrator. 
• "Thank you for the invitation, but unfortunately I don't have the 
knowledge or information to help in this kind of study," by a 
Department of Science, Graduate Admissions official. 
• "After reviewing your survey, I think I may not be the best person to 
answer your questions. While I have executive responsibility for 
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incoming international students and scholars, I don 't h ave much 
understanding on the issue. Other members of my staff are more 
deeply involved in the day-to-day issues related to SEVIS and its 
impact," by an Associate Provost of International Programs. 
• "I am not really in a position to have an informed opinion about 
SEVIS," by a Dean. 
• "I really do not have experience with the effects of SEVIS to the 
students and departments," by a Chair of a Computer Science 
department. 
• "Really, I am not knowledgeable or enough aware to say anything of 
value about SEVIS. I have handled some administrative issues but 
not anything related to visa policies. I think you should find someone 
who has studied/paid attention to this issue. That person is not me." 
By a Director of Graduate Studies (Science). 
• "I think I am the wrong person to contact - I have never used SEVIS, 
and know nothing about,it," by a Director of Graduate Studies 
(Physics) . 
• "I have zero knowledge about anything related to this. I would be of 
little help.' By a Director of Environmental Studies. 
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Chapter V: Comparison of Findings 
Th e findings of this study are similar to many other previous researches. 
More specifically, this study presents fmdings and perspectives that are in line 
with the works of Lacina (2002), Rosser (2006) , Boyd (2008), Starobin (2006), 
and Wen nerstrom (2008). Nonetheless, this study differs from those listed in 
approach , goals , and ultimate intent. 
Lacina's work (2002) focused on the importance of intemational student 
enrollments at American higher education institutions and concludes that 
colleges and universities can increase their retention of intemational students 
by providing the students with help in adjusting to the U.S. culture. This 
research confirms some of the strategies being adopted not only by 
intemational student advisors interviewed in my study, but also department 
administrators. The research, however, does not take into consideration the 
direct impact of SEVIS monitoring processes, as assessed by my study, in the 
surveys and interviews. 
Lacina's research also discusses the social challenges that intemational 
students face when leaving their homeland for school in the U. S. and 
highlights ways that colleges and universities can encourage their social 
success on campus and the U.S. My study findings confirm Lacina's views that 
intemational students are important to U.S. academia, in particular in the 
fields of science and engineering, even though it did not focus on the social 
aspects of international students, focusing instead on SEVIS impacts to their 
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influx and course of study in the U.S. Notwithstanding, my study, similar to 
Lacina's, was also concerned with the challenges American colleges and 
universities face with international student enrollment and retention, and the 
importance of assisting international students in adapting to the U.S. culture 
and higher education in America. In short, my study differs from Lacina's in 
focus and goals , as it provides a different perspective, one concerned primarily 
with the influence of SEVIS and visa policies on international students' 
enrollment and stay during their course of study. The issues of acculturation 
discussed in Lacina's work surfaced in my study only in the course of my 
interviews, as one of the strategies used by school administrators and SEVIS 
professionals to attract and retain international students . 
Rosser's work (2006) examines the impact that SEVIS is having on the 
professional worklives of international student and scholar advisors (ISSA) at 
U.S. colleges and university. The research found that SEVIS is having a 
profound effect on ISSAs' morale, satisfaction, and their likelihood to leave the 
field. Rosser's research findings have some relevance to my study, as they 
confirm some of my own study findings related to SEVIS interoperability and 
compliance challenges faced by ISSA--and as per my study, department 
administrators and admissions officials as well-- regarding SEVIS's negative 
impact on international student enrollments. 
Boyd's research (2008) explores how the effects of 9/ 11 changed the 
roles of international student administrators in colleges and universities in the 
United States. While this study has some similarities to Rosser (2005) , Boyd's 
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population was much smaller than Rosser's and it was less quantitative and 
much more qualitative in approach and method. My study does not focus on 
the student service advisors as Boyd's, but the Rosser and Boyd SEVIS and visa 
policy findings are relevant to my study, as our findings are mutually 
consistent. Nonetheless, neither of those researchers addressed the impact of 
SEVIS and visa policies on the influx and course of study of international 
students as mine did . Also, neither of them attempted to learn the views and 
perspectives of department chairs, SEVIS professionals (e.g. P/DSOs, ROs, 
AROs, and SEVIS Coordinators) and admissions officials as mine did, as they 
were focused on the international student service community only. 
Starobin's work (2006) presents the changes in recent international 
student enrollment in American higher education and examines policy issues 
affecting international students' access to colleges and universities. While my 
study does address changes in international student enrollment, it focuses only 
on graduate students in science and engineering, and only examines SEVIS and 
visa policy issues affecting international students post 9/11, including security 
advisory opinions, which Starobin's research does not. Starobin's research a lso 
examines implications for student services, which mine does not. 
In agreement with my study, Starobin also confirms the drop in 
international students' enrollment post 9 I 11 and the negative impact of SEVIS 
on international students . Starobin recommended more training for 
international students on SEVIS and visa policies as a way of maintaining 
enrollment and increasing the number of international student population, a 
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strategy also recommended by several of my interview respondents and in place 
at several universities included in my study. 
As Boyd's, Wennerstrom's research (2008) is very recent. It was primarily 
focused on the influences of SEVIS on English language pedagogy. Although her 
focus was completely different from mine, her work provides an excellent 
background on the impact of SEVIS and related laws instituted post 9/ 11 on 
higher education institutions, namely subjecting them to "increased scrutiny 
and forcing them to take gate-keeping roles." She also found that the 
application process for students has become much more rigorous, and the 
record-keeping requirements more invasive of their privacy rights than in prior 
years. She concluded that "in the long-term decline in flexibility and quality of 
language pedagogy may outweigh the questionable security SEVIS affords the 
U.S." 
Wennerstrom's study provides no insight, as my study does, into the 
direct influence of SEVIS and associated visa policies on international student 
enrollment. Also, it does not explore the views of department administrators 
and SEVIS professionals as mine does. My study, however, provides no insight 
whatsoever into English language pedagogy, which was not its focus. 
In addition to the researches listed above, there is a plethora of other 
researches, less in line with my study, which offer recommendations for 
international student service that is focused on the issues of the 
"internationalization" of the campus, as a strategy to mitigate SEVIS impacts on 
application and enrollment, and to retain international students. The following 
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is a list of the most relevant researches to date: 
• Carmical (2002) focused on diversity. The research suggests that, 
when properly understood, diversity has a much wider scope, and 
may enable campuses to better understand how to internationalize 
higher education, fostering a better environment for international 
students, counteracting the students' negative experiences with 
SEVIS and monitoring procedures. Carmical's research also made an 
effort to explain how to help international students to be successful in 
the U.S. classroom, and how to help non-native families adjust to the 
U.S. culture . 
• Christie and Ragans (1999) work offered incentives to assist 
international students that traditional programs , and those initiatives 
shared by interviewees in my research, typically do not: small groups, 
greater immersion in the American culture, and opportunities to 
perform community services. The research's findings proposed greater 
internationalization of domestic students and staff (department 
administrators, and student advisors in particular) as well, making 
them better prepared to understand and support the international 
student community and to prepare them for the ever growing world of 
international education ahead. 
• Ping's work ( 1999), similar to Christie and Ragans ( 1999) 
recommends the internationalization of student affairs 
administration. The research explored how internationalization 
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impacts student affairs officers and increases their responsibility 
towards developing the whole person of an international student 
through student life that complements the curriculum and improves 
international student retention. 
• Abel's work (2002) recommended strategies, based on current 
research into teaching and learning, which international students 
may use to improve their academic performance. This 
recommendation is specifically beneficial to international students 
since my study findings point out that under SEVIS regulations these 
students are not allowed to withdraw from a course for academic 
reasons, as domestic students are. My study does not address any of 
these issues. 
• Murphy, Hawkes, and Law' research (2002) discusses the benefits of 
a web-based orientation for international students and recommends 
means by which academic institutions can best use the Web to 
support their specific programs and goals with respect to 
international education. While my study does address information 
technology issues in implementing and maintaining SEVIS, it does 
not address the issues of a web-based orientation program for 
international students. 
• Peterson, et al research ( 1999) warns that international students, 
intercultural learning, and international exchange are becoming vital 
to higher education administrators, and dealing with them is 
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becoming one of the essential roles of student affairs. Peterson's 
recommendations are very relevant to my study as a strategy to 
mitigate SEVIS impacts on the influx of intemational students. My 
study does not address any of these issues. 
In summary, all these researches focus on strategies for retaining 
intemational students. These strategies are very valuable to mitigate the 
adverse effects SEVIS and visa policies h ave had as the system grows and 
matures. But there are no other researches, to the best of my knowledge, 
addressing the direct influence of SEVIS and F - 1 visa policies on the influx of 
intemational students, particularly in science and engineering as my study 
does. The same is true for the security advisory opinions, and their impact on 
intemational student enrollment and retention. I did not find any research 
addressing this topic. Mine appears to be the first study to provide any insight 
into all those issues combined. 
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Chapter VI: Conclusions, Policy Implications, and Recommendations 
It may well take several years to fully recover from some of the trends 
identified in this study, such as the recent decline in international student 
enrollment at schools with lower population of international students (see Table 
4.1), and the negative perceptions international students may hold against U.S. 
institutions of higher education. Noteworthy was the apparent rebound, while 
modest, of international students in science and engineering programs at 
universities with the highest population of international students. This finding 
is not in line with Bollag (2004) and early CGS (2002 , 2005) reports showing 
continued declines in enrollment of graduate international students through 
2005, bu t it does confirm CGS's later report (2006), which indicated a minor 
rebound in enrollments. As a matter of fact, as late as 2006 Bollag (2006) was 
calling for a national international student recruitment strategy, indicating not 
only that reenrollment in science and engineering was still down, but that the 
U.S. was losing its overall percentage of the global international student 
population in its graduate programs. Notwithstanding, the findings of this 
study support Bollag's (2006) calls for a more cohesive approach to 
international student recruitment to mitigate SEV1S' negative influences . Based 
on the survey and semi-structured interview findings, I believe this may include 
legal and regulatory issues, financial issues, and marketing strategy, is critical 
to continue to attract international students, and scholars for that matter, to 
the United States' premium science and engineering programs. But there are 
187 
many other conclusions that can be drawn from the data collected, which are 
discussed in the following sections. 
Conclusions 
The online survey and semi-structured interviews conducted during this 
study produced data that allow us to draw some conclusions about the 
influences of SEVIS and F - 1 visa policies post 9 I 11 on international students' 
influx into graduate programs in science and engineering at American higher 
education institutions . Consistent with the literature (Abel, 2002; AACRAO, 
2004; Arnone, 2003; Wulf, 2005), the changes in federal regulations and non-
immigrant visa policies post 9 I 11, particularly F -1 visa policies, and the 
implementation of SEVIS in 2003 have required department administrators, 
admissions officials and SEVIS professionals to accept many new 
responsibilities. In the words of Dr. Wulf, the President of the National 
Academy of Engineering, 
These new visa policies are also affecting scientific advancement for 
economic progress and national security, tarnishing the international 
image of the United States as a welcoming "land of opportunity'' (Wulf, 
2005). 
Nonetheless, contrary to many reports indicating the continuous drop in 
enrollments of international students since the implementation of SEVIS and 
new F-1 visa policies (Alphonso, 2005; AACRAO, 2004; Arnone, 2003; Bell, 
2005; Bollag, 2004; Brown, 2004; CGS, 2005; Field, 2004; Hindrawan , 2003; 
Jacobs, 2003) SEVIS professionals and student service officials in this study 
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reported having taken several initiatives to maintain the inflow of international 
students and enrollments, while also maintaining their excellence in creating a 
diverse and global campus. In the case of institutions with larger populations of 
intemational students, according to my data, this downward enrollment trend 
has actually been reversed and some schools are again experiencing some 
growth. 
International students do not know much about SEVIS, how it works, 
and how it can impact them during their visa application process, and once 
they are enrolled at a school in the U.S. Much of the overtone expressed by 
students (e.g. negative perception of not being welcome , apprehension, mistrust 
of advisors and SEVIS) is a result of lack of understanding about SEVIS and 
visa policies. An intemational student and scholar office emphasized the fact 
that most intemational student applicants going through a visa process do not 
understand how decisions are made at consular level, on rather to issue an F -1 
visa to an applicant or not. There is a need for DHS and consular officers to 
educate international student applicants on this process. 
Some of these initiatives, such as the development of mandatory 
awareness amongst enrolled international students on how SEVIS and F - 1 visa 
polices work, has helped students to be more abreast of SEVIS and visa 
policies, as they leam what they need to do to keep themselves "in-status" and 
how they can potentially fall "out-of-status." In fact, according to the survey 
responses , very few international students fall out-of-status, or get deported 
due to SEVIS's lack of compliance . Department administrators and 
189 
admission's officials also have devised strategies to mitigate the potential 
negative influences of SEVIS and F - 1 visa policies by speeding up the 
applicants' review process, to allow international students extended time to deal 
with visa processing and travel to the U.S . Dr. Robyn Hannigan, Chair of the 
Science and Math program at the University of Massachusetts observes: 
We struggled with them getting through SEVIS and visa process ... Much 
had to do with SEVIS and visa processing delays. I think we had to be a 
little bit faster in processing applications because it takes so much 
longer for t he students to get through the visa process, and it took so 
much longer to get the I-20s on campus that even though our deadlines 
stated January, we had to make decisions at least a month faster than 
we would to make sure we gave those intemational students time to go 
through the visa process. 
SEVIS interoperability issue was a predominant concem expressed by 
SEVIS professionals and departments administrators, largely due to bugs, data 
fixes , duplication of data, and new regulations updates. SEVIS 
interoperability-from the point of view of SEVIS professionals-has been 
affecting their departments in ways that, if not constantly monitored and 
mitigated, could affect the influx of intemational students into their institutions 
and into specific programs of science and engineering. Problems of inadequate 
interoperability required time dealing with SEVIS operating bugs, fixes, and 
student's data duplication; glitches with port of entry and sometimes foreign 
post (e.g. Embassies and Consulates) systems; discrepancies between the 
Classification of Instructional Programs (CIP) long used by the schools and 
provided by the department of education (DoE) and SEVIS STEM CIP codes. 
New visa regulation updates also tend to cause interoperability issues with 
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SEVIS resulting in problems processing students' applications and monitoring 
tasks. 
Bugs in SEVIS have negatively impacted the influx of intemational 
students into the universities, causing student applications delays and at times 
providing inaccurate data. It is important to note that these constraints are 
caused by SEVIS software application, and not by the policies and procedures 
to be implemented and enforced by the software. In other words, there have 
been many SEVIS interoperability issues that have adversely impacted 
intemational students' applications and enrollments, as well as monitoring. As 
a software application of grand scale, SEVIS is still maturing. SEVIS 
professionals and student service professionals at the universities have been 
partnering with DHS in flxing software bugs, data entry glitches, and data 
duplication issues. Both parties are working very closely on the release of 
SEVIS II, scheduled to be released late in the fall of 2009. NAFSA has instituted 
a "SEVIS II" task force and DHS/ICE maintains all parties involved in this 
process up to date via their SEVIS Newsletter. If DHS/ICE continues to work 
closely with the universities, their SEVIS professionals and students service 
offlcial, there is a great chance that SEVIS II may fulflll its purpose as a mature 
and effective software application, and a tool for policy enforcement. 
Conversely, the benefits brought by SEVIS, as application software, in 
supporting intemational students, through data integrity, being a trustable 
single repository for international student data, and providing reporting 
capabilities have great merit. Intemational student services offlces also gained 
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more respect and visibility throughout the university due to their expertise and 
vital responsibilities with SEVIS and visa policies. 
To enhance security without slowing legitimate travel, the DHS/ICE has 
instituted some changes in U.S . entry and exit procedures. International 
students may be refused entry into the United States if they attempt to arrive 
more than 30 days before the program start date listed on their SEVIS I-20 
form. ICE also strongly recommends that international students hand carry 
their evidence of financial resources and student status, such as recent tuition 
receipts and transcripts. They also recommend that students carry their paper 
receipt for the SEVIS fee, Form I-797 (H lB Notice of Approval, if student also 
holds an HlB visa), and the name and contact information for their DSO and a 
24-hour emergency contact number at the school. 
Such glitches between SEVIS and port of entry systems have proven to 
be challenging. These glitches are caused, however, by the human 
implementation of policies and processes, not by technical problems with the 
information system, per se. ICE/SEVP requirements generate lots of glitches at 
the port of entry in the U.S. because of data processing issues, SEVIS, and 
other systems such as US-VISIT, and the I-94 processing system. Glitches with 
systems at the foreign posts, such as the Consular Lookout and Support 
System (CLASS) are also a concern. 
Furthermore, SEVIS negatively impacts international students' views of 
how welcome the United States really is. Interviewees expressed concerns of a 
potential drop in the influx of international students at American universities 
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due to the "more burdensome aspects of SEVIS for the international students, 
which leaves them with the impression that America is not welcoming." 
There have been cases where international students were placed on 
further inspection (secondary inspection) at ports of entry due to the presence 
of flags in their records that should never have been there. A DSO who was 
in terviewed observed, "SEVIS advisor ... needs to work with the SEVIS helpdesk 
to remove the flag, but they have so much work to do that they prefer not to 
deal with the issue until it is really necessary, often during a secondary 
inspection at a port of entry." 
Th is happened because person nel manning the SEVIS helpdesk were not 
proactive in removing those flags once the issues that generated them were 
fixed . The policy was to deal with these flags only when there were problems 
with students. Such policy directly impacts the influx of intemational students 
into the U.S . and signillcantly increased the workload of SEVIS professionals 
dealing with such glitches and policies. The integration of SEVIS with school's 
home-grown student information systems has also caused interoperability 
problems, which also tend to cause delays in application processing and 
enrollment of international students. SEVP is working on the issue and 
hopefully SEVIS will automatically remove such flags when appropriate. 
Although at first glance SEVIS and visa policies appear to be causing 
enrollment yield to decrease, as reported by several sources listed earlier, the 
results of the survey and interviews were mixed, suggesting that enrollment 
yield will vary with the size of the international students' population at a given 
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school. The data suggest that schools with larger population of international 
students experienced some minor decrease of yield in enrollment right after 
SEVIS implementation, but have been showing a modest rebound since then. 
Some of them are already back at the levels of enrollments they were prior to 
9/ 11. Institutions with more than 1,500 intemational students in science 
and/ or engineering seem not to have been affected by SEVIS and visa policies, 
as their international student population has actually increased from 29% to 
31% despite the many challenges they have been facing. The same is true for 
institutions with more than 1,200 students as their international student 
population has also increased from 10% to 16%. 
Smaller schools, however, have been adversely affected by SEVIS. Some 
of them placing moratorium on intemational students and others experiencing 
a significant decrease ofyield in enrollment. Institutions with 1,200 to 800 
intemational students, as well as those with less than 500, seem to have been 
affected by SEVIS and visa policies as their percentages of the total graduate 
engineering and science international student population have decreased from 
21 % to 12% and 20% to 12% respectively. It is important to note that not all 
respondents provided information on the enrollment of their schools, as 
depicted in Table 4.1. Those results are then only indicative, not conclusive. 
Data from this study do suggest that universities with smaller number of 
intemational students tend to struggle with the compliance of SEVIS. This is 
possibly due to the cost of operating SEVIS and monitoring the students, 
especially if they don't have access to batch systems. But there are not enough 
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data to confirm such a claim. Interestingly enough, institutions with less than 
800 (but more than 500) students have not increased the percentage of their 
total, nor have it decreased. 
A respondent, a department chair, believed that despite the difficulties 
with visa processing SEVIS actually has been beneficial to the school and the 
intemational student, stating that "SEVIS and visa processing has been a bit of 
a mixed bag but it did increase the trust of the Department of State and 
Customs and Border Protection in the documents. Just having these new visa 
policies and SEVIS DOS and CBP to refer to has been a tremendous benefit not 
only for the university but I believe for the intemational student as well." Such 
perspective is noteworthy, especially considering that in 2008, seven schools in 
the jurisdictions of the state of Virginia reported evidence of student visa fraud 
(Virginia Terrorism Threat Assessment, 2009) . 
Other positive aspects of SEVIS were highlighted. Better record keeping 
of international students, as well as more accurate data on those students were 
some of the benefits cited. There has also been an increasing conviction across 
the institution of student services being able to better serve the intemational 
students and become more aware of their needs and challenges in the light of 
SEVIS and visa regulations. 
Many school administrators are still not fully aware of SEVIS and visa 
policies, and how they intluence the influx of students at their graduate 
programs of science and engineering. Some have never heard about SEVIS or 
SAOs, and even much less about Visa Mantis and Visa Condor. Admissions 
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Officials have also very little awareness of SEVIS requirements and operation. 
As expected, SEVIS professionals were much more abreast of SEVIS 
requirements, operations, issues and challenges than school/program 
administrators. 
While the issue of SEVIS compliance is very much present in the minds 
of all department administrators and SEVIS professionals , the major concerns 
faced at present are : a) delays in visa processing and security advisory opinions 
(SAOs); b) enrollment of international students; c) the Classification of 
Instructional Program (CIP) coding and its discrepancies with SEVIS STEM 
designated CIPs; and d) innovative strategies being adopted to keep the school 
and its international student population under compliance with ICE 
regulations. 
For the past few years since the implementation of SEVIS, F -1 students 
and scholars have become increasingly frustrated with delays in visa 
processing. There has been improvement made by DHS/ICE over the years, but 
still, such delays are adversely impacting student enrollment. The general 
feeling is that ICE/SEVP has set compliance at a very high bar. 
International students do not know much about SEVIS, how it works, 
and how it can impact them during their visa application process, and once 
they are enrolled at a school in the U.S. Much of the overtone expressed by 
students (e.g. negative perception of not being welcome, apprehension, mistrust 
of advisors and SEVIS) is a result of lack of understanding about SEVIS and 
visa policies. An international student and scholar office emphasized the fact 
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that most international student applicants going through a visa process do not 
understand how decisions are made at consular level, on rather to issue an F -1 
visa to an applicant or not. There is a need for DHS and consular officers to 
educate international student applicants on this process. 
Overall, despite mixed results discussed earlier, international student 
enrollment is a concern at the university level. The implementation of SEVIS 
resulted in more control of the student visa process, even though it is not clear 
from this study's findings if SEVIS implementation is still causing international 
student enrollments to decline. Recent actions taken by the U.S. Department of 
State and the U.S. Department of Homeland Security have led to a more 
efficient process of obtaining a student visa in a minimum amount of time . 
Nonetheless, there is evidence that SEVIS and visa policies were indeed causing 
a decline in overall enrollment and, in some cases, targeted certain student 
populations, such as students from the Middle East, India and China. 
Nevertheless, a different perspective on the issue of reporting on 
enrollments must be considered and deserve further research. The fact is, no 
one really knows the exact numbers of international student enrollments, or the 
reasons for their decline. As stated by a PDSO interviewed, 
The SEVIS Newsletter [issued periodically by ICE] has reported on the 
drop of international students' enrollment, but it does not provide a 
justification for it. No one really knows the cause. I can think of a few 
possibilities. One reason could be that formally registered or approved 
students who were originally counted and then became either inactive, 
no-shows, or were removed out of the country for violations. Maybe 
another reason could be that SEVIS' student count report was first 
available in 2005, which depicted greater accuracy than numbers given 
in 2004. Since then SEVIS' data have become even more accurate . 
Another reason may be that SEVIS became more efficient and accurate 
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as the years go by, so does its reporting on student enrollments. Lastly, 
colleges and universities are likely to use different systems and metrics 
to count their enrollment and report them. 
Compliance with ICE's SEVIS STEM CIP codes and those used by the education 
institution is another factor adversely influencing the course of study of 
international students at science and engineering programs. The problem is 
that many times students studying in the fields of science and engineering, 
STEM fields, may not have a CIP code that matches SEVIS STEM CIP codes. If 
that is the case these students would not be eligible for the 17 -month extension 
that would allow them to pursue OPT. To change a student CIP code in SEVIS 
can be a daunting task. ICE encourages SEVIS professionals to suggest a 
change in the list of STEM designated degrees, which could prevent a lot of 
changes in the system and reduce the risk of jeopardizing a student's OPT 
eligibility. But such process takes time and is not guaranteed, as change 
requests are reviewed by ICE in conjunction with the Department of Education 
and other advisors. 
Compliance with SEVIS has been clearly a priority for all interviewees of 
this study. To deal with insurmountable pressures from all directions, 
administrators and SEVIS professionals have devised a few innovative strategies 
to cope with deficiencies on SEVIS, lack of support from ICE and SEVIS 
helpdesk, or in dealing \vith students' compliances with SEVIS. 
Training of international students on many aspects of SEVIS and 
compliance seem to be the first line of defense against the potential lack of 
student compliance at their institutions. Mandatory training is offered to 
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international students regarding SEVIS and what they need to know to 
maintain compliance, as well as the consequences of falling out-of-status. 
Training programs are not only focused on the international students, but also 
on the SEVIS professionals and administrators. 
One arguably controversial strategy devised by one school department, 
which leads to believe there may potentially be more , is not holding F -1 
students accountable for the minimum of 12 credit course enrollment required 
by SEVIS. Other schools are preventing international students from falling out-
of-status on academic grounds by proactively establishing partnerships with 
other local schools, so that if students were to drop a course, they could always 
substitute it with a variety of other programs at those institutions. Other 
institutions are allowing internships as a substitute for courses. 
There is a noticeable change of tone in the interactions of department 
administrators and SEVIS professionals with international students after 9/ 11 
in 2001, and particularly after the full implementation of SEVIS in 2003. The 
international students ' tone has become increasingly more apprehensive 
towards their advisors at the student service office, as well as with regard to 
what SEVIS actually is and how it can impact them as they were being 
monitored. International students are also very apprehensive about what 
SEVIS is and how the system can impact their academic lives and edu cational 
prospects at their science and engineering programs. This is because they are 
aware that DHS watches these programs more closely, and that no one really 
knows what the technology alert list contains, what specifically are the 
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restricted areas of study. 
There has also been an increased workload at ISSO. All student service 
offices have experienced an increase in staff, ranging from additional student 
advisors to the creation of new positions such as SEVIS Coordinators or SEVIS 
Record Coordinators, in addition to the ICE/SEVP's designed school officials 
(e.g. P/DSOs, ROs, and AROs). In some cases, SEVIS professionals had to take 
on a double-role at their offices, acting asP /DSOs and Directors of the ISSO, or 
ROs and SEVIS Record Coordinators. In short, each office was impacted by 
SEVIS and the new visa policies regulations, making it a challenge to support 
intemational students and prevent the workload from affecting the influx of 
intemational students to their schools. SEVIS requires multiple monitoring 
tasks and data checks, which also increase the workload of SEVIS professionals 
above and beyond reviewing student applications and issuing I-20s and then 
monitoring them once they arrive. 
In taking on this study, I expected a significant negative impact of SEVIS 
and F-1 visa policies on the influx of graduate intemational students on science 
and engineering at educational institutions in the U.S. I also suspected an 
increasing struggle of international students trying to keep themselves in-status 
with SEVIS due to their lack of information about SEVIS and visa policies, and 
how they work, as well as lack of preparedness on the part of department 
administrators and SEVIS professionals-not to mention student service 
advisors-and, a potential increase in deportation of students for falling out-of-
status in SEVIS. While some of these hypotheses were supported in this study, 
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others were not. 
The study data support the initial hypothesis that SEVIS and F -1 visa 
policies are negatively impacting the influx and course of study of intemational 
students at graduate science and engineering programs in the U.S. According to 
interviewees, SEVIS is still buggy, the data are inconsistent at times, and its 
alert system (flags) are still inconsistent, requiring manual fixes , negatively 
affecting the students in cases where flags are raised, despite if the issue has 
been resolved. Arguably SEVIS II seems to be the solution for these problems 
and is expected to streamline many of the students' monitoring tasks being 
performed today. SEVIS II is expected to actually make easier and more 
accurate the process of admitting and monitoring international students while 
they are in the U.S. 
While SEVIS and visa policies are arguably affecting international 
student enrollment, not all institutions surveyed and interviewed are 
experiencing a negative impact. While this study is not generalizable, the data 
suggest that larger schools are actually benefiting from SEVIS functionality, 
despite the increased workload it has caused. Larger schools, with the highest 
populations of intemational students in science and engineering are not being 
impacted, and actually have seen their enrollments increase since 9/ 11 and for 
the past few years, albeit modestly, a gain of 2-5% in the percentage of total 
enrollments across programs in science and engineering. The programs that 
are being affected are those of smaller schools with smaller population of 
intemational students in science and engineering. For those schools, there has 
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been a decrease in enrollments of intemational students since 9 f 11, with a 
drop of 8-9% in the percentage of total enrollments across programs in science 
and engineering. This is mainly due to a lack of resources (e.g. hiring of 
additional staff, including the newly created SEVIS Coordinators, not having 
access to batch systems for SEVIS), difficulties in meeting ICE/SEVIS 
compliance, and at times, inability to meet compliance, which generates policies 
that are detrimental to enrollments, such as moratoria on international 
students. 
The results of this study do support the fact that many international 
students are negatively impacted by SEVIS and struggle in understanding how 
the system works and impacts their ability to remain in-status. Many of them 
experience feelings of apprehension, fear and mistrust towards the system and 
the student service offices. However, in this study, department administrators, 
SEVIS professionals and student advisors report having stepped up their level 
of support to these students, providing them guidance, training on how to 
remain in-status with SEVIS and, overall, to improve their social and academic 
experience while in the U.S., at their universities. 
The survey and semi-structured interviews indicate that department 
administrators and admissions officials have very little knowledge about SEVIS 
and F -1 visa policies, its influen ce on intemational enrollments . None of them 
was aware of security advisory opinions or knew about visas such as Mantis 
and Condor, which typically tend to impact graduate science and engineering 
programs in the U.S. The study findings confrrm a general lack of awareness 
202 
that prevents them from developing strategies that could enhance their STEM 
programs, attract the best and brightest students, mitigate SEVIS and visa 
policies' restrictions, educate their faculty to better understand and support 
their intemational students, and ultimately better serve their intemational 
student communities . Coming into this study I had anticipated this fact, and 
the results of the study provide confirmation of it. 
Contrary to initial expectations, the data show that very few intemational 
students are deported for falling out-of-status in SEVIS. I had not expected this 
type of result; on the contrary, I expected to find h igher levels of deportations 
due to out-of-status conditions. I believe that the lower levels of deportation are 
due to all the work intemational students' advisors and SEVIS professionals do 
to prevent it from happening. 
This study provided evidence of a significant increase in workload for 
these professionals. All the universities interviewed have had to hire additional 
staff, increase their information technology investment in linking home grown 
student service system onto SEVIS, proactively attempting to anticipate any 
hurdles intemational students may have and resolve them right away along 
with the student, at times even without them. 
Po licy Implications 
As we find ourselves well into the beginning of the 21st century, U.S. 
leadership in science and engineering is being challenged. Several nations are 
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investing heavily in these disciplines, namely China and India. As they make 
innovation-based development a central economic strategy, the United States 
will certainly face formidable competitors, as well as more opportunities for 
collaboration. Although American education is still attracting the best and the 
brightest, since 9 I 11 many international students have opted for higher 
education at other Anglophonic countries. In addition , the U.S. science and 
engineering workforce is aging while the supply of new scientists who are U.S. 
citizens is decreasing. We must continue to attract the best and brightest, from 
around the world, to our science and engineering programs. 
Australia, the United Kingdom, and Canada h ave clearly implemented 
very successful policies for attracting and welcoming international students. 
The United States could learn from these models to create a policy strategy, 
especially because the U.S. still has large numbers of international students 
and its higher education and professional programs and opportunities are still 
attracting students and scholars from all over the world. 
The British Council (2004) attributes the UK's successful record in 
international students' admissions to a number of factors. Many of these factors 
can serve as a model for the United States, including: 
• Practical changes in the UK's academic visas, which is making the 
country more accessible. 
• Global and structured marketing campaigns, which h ave been very 
successful in promoting the benefits of a UK education. 
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• UK universities and colleges playing a key role, significantly 
increasing their own investment and effort in the marketing area. 
• Openness to new developing markets such as China, whose 
enrollment was up 80%, and India, whose enrollment was up 82%. 
How do we attract the best and the brightest studen ts in science and 
engineering without jeopardizing national security? And, how can science and 
engineering departments, and SEVIS and international student advisors, lessen 
the negative perceptions international students have toward SEVIS and ISSOs? 
Policy Recommendations 
Effective and Ineffective Responses 
The National Defense Education Act (NDEA) is an example of a very 
effective educational reform. During the Sputnik era, Presidents Eisenhower 
and Kennedy launched the NDEA, with the objective of increasing U.S . national 
security and economic competitiveness by funding a variety of programs, 
particularly graduate fellowships. America's leadership in scientific discovery 
and inn ovation for the last 50 years is due in part to this program. Today, the 
need for developing a new NDEA, geared toward the 21st century's global and 
knowledge economy is urgent to renew national commitment to science, 
scholarship and security. 
Proposals along NDEA's lines are emerging. For example, the Department 
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of Defense's 2006 budget request included $10.3 million for a new version of 
NDEA. The National Defense Education Program (NDEP) called for, among other 
things, the provision of scholarships and fellowships to undergraduate and 
graduate students entering critical scientific and foreign language fields. 
Fellowships would be awarded in return for a commitment of national service 
after the completion of studies. 
Major strides in that direction have already been made by the U.S. 
government, which in 2000, led by the Department of Education and the new 
bureau of Education and Cultural Affairs (ECA), in con sultation with the 
Fulbright Scholarship Board, alumni, and overseas bi-national Commissions, 
began developing ideas for promoting international higher education 
collaboration. Nonetheless, such initiatives, as well as the NDEP initiative and 
the renewed commitment to international higher education, are still not 
sufficiently comprehensive for this new century characterized by a global and 
knowledge economy (Goncalves, 2002). Representation of major U.S . higher 
education associations, foundations and businesses is needed on a permanent 
basis . 
The Role of Government and its Agencies 
A national policy for international education needs to take priority. This 
would require the cooperation of government agencies (e.g. Department of State, 
Department of Defense Department of Education, Department of Homeland 
Security and Department of Industry and Commerce), with higher education 
institutions and associations, such as the Institute of Higher Education (IHE), 
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the National Science Foundation (NSF) and the Association of American 
Universities (AAU), in a more systematic, more effective and less intrusive way, 
to attract international students and to develop other vital elements of a truly 
internationalized higher education that leads to economic and geopolitical 
development, scientific and technologic advances, innovation, and the 
nurturing of a creative class of professionals that will benefit not only the U.S. 
economy, but the world. 
All in all, despite SEVIS, the percentage of global international student 
population in the U.S. has slipped to approximately 32% from 40% a decade 
ago (liE, 2005) . It is important, therefore, that government agencies involved in 
the admissions process of international students streamline SEVIS and visa 
policies procedures and implement some changes in regulations and process, so 
as the U.S. can increase its percentages. 
As the major stakeholder that can help address this challenge, the U.S. 
government should consider: 
• Setting a short-term goal of restoring the 40% U.S. share of the global 
international student population (or 60% among the four Anglophone 
nations, where the U.S. really competes); 
• Strengthening inter-agen cy communication and cooperation, 
especially among DoD, DoE, and DHS; 
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• Seeking innovation and leadership from the Fulbright Program4 and 
its worldwide network of U.S. and foreign agencies, NGOs, and 
250,000 alumni; 
• Engaging the higher education community, business and the 
professions in a sustained public-private endeavor. A wide-ranging 
national effort is needed to identify interests, set goals and priorities, 
enlist support, and carry out a multifaceted educational outreach 
program in the U.S. and abroad; 
• As intemational student numbers rise in coming decades, expand 
distance leaming (online programs) and offshore programs in 
cooperation with other receiving and sending nations; 
• Significantly augment intemational outreach through increases in 
U.S . funding and contributions from higher education, business and 
foundations. 
As one of its three main objectives, the NDEP initiative wants to continue 
to attract and retain the best and the brightest international students, 
scientists, engineers, and scholars . It is imperative that NDEP be taken 
seriously, as it can attract the best and the brightest intemational students , 
while also providing scholarships and fellowships to undergraduate and 
4 The Fulbright Program is program of educational grants (Fulbright Fellowships) 
sponsored by the Bureau of Educational and Cultural Affairs of the United States 
Department of State. It was established to increase mutual understanding between the 
peoples of the United States and other countries through the exchange of persons, 
knowledge, and skills. 
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graduate American students entering critical fields of science, mathematics, 
engineering, and languages in return for a commitment of national service after 
completion of their studies (AAU, 2005, 2006) . Such an initiative is a positive 
step toward addressing the U.S. science and engineering workforce needs, but it 
must be coupled with an education initiative aimed at stemming national 
educational deficiencies and encouraging more U.S. students to study in critical 
fields of knowledge. 
In addition, as recommended by the Association of American Universities 
(AAU), the Department of Defense and the National Science Foundation (NSF)-
the federal agencies with primary responsibility for national security and 
scientific research and education - must play a central role in the coordination 
of this initiative by working closely with the Department of Education and the 
White House Office of Science and Technology Policy (AAU, 2005). 
The U.S. government should also seek ways to supplement on a short-
term basis the funding of its outreach efforts abroad. Pending the results of a 
strategic plan, and concomitant with planning to strengthen international 
higher education in the U.S, the government should seek Congressional 
support for significant increases in overseas outreach and advisory services. 
These increases should encourage support from the higher education 
community, foundations, and business, all of which have a stake in expanded 
and improved U.S. international education and in providing opportunities for 
foreign students to attend U.S. colleges, community colleges and universities. 
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The Role of the Department of Homeland Security 
The Department of Homeland Security should speed up the full 
implementation of SEVIS II as planned, in partnership with the State 
Department, the Department of Education, the universities and colleges . The 
system, however, should be used solely to streamline international student 
application, from a manual, paper-driven process to an automated process, 
ensuring that only bona fide students and scholars are issued visas and 
permitted to enter the United States. 
The Role of the Department of Defense 
The Department of Defense should enhance its support of NDEP and 
allocate at least 15% of its available funds to basic research programs for 
science and technology. This is consistent with the recommendation made by 
the Senate's DOD appropriations bill, which proposed $12.1 billion for science 
and technology three years ago. The govemment should not reduce the budget, 
as it stands now, at a decrease of 12.8%.5 
The Role of the Department of Industry and Commerce 
The Department of Industry and Commerce should consider the adoption 
s For additional information, check http: I lthomas.loc.gov I cgi-
binlquery ID?c109: l:.ltempl -c109UPUoKe:: 
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of similar policy used by the British government in providing blanket 
permission for intemational students already studying in the UK, to take work 
and no longer have to apply to their local Job Centre or to Work Permits UK, so 
long as they meet the general requirements about the type of work they take 
and the number of hours they work while studying. -6 
The Role of Higher Education Institutions 
There is an important role for American educational institutions to play 
in attracting international students , but most importantly in public diplomacy. 
U.S . universities should follow the leadership of the University of Southem 
Califomia (USC) and establish public diplomacy programs and institutes . These 
provide opportunities for dialogue and ideas to surface, and for events and 
exchanges to take place . Students and young professionals have to be part of 
this effort, and develop life-long relationships, both professional and personal, 
with other citizens around the globe. 
Educators should seek/receive govemment assistance to better build the 
capacity of U.S. colleges and universities to educate Americans, together with 
intemational students, for the new global realities of this century. Such a 
strategy will best advance domestic and intemational interests of the United 
States. Unfortunately today, the word has gone out in many countries that 
6 http:/ jwww.dfes.gov.ukjintemational-studentsjwituk.shtml 
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America doesn't want international students anymore! 
This trend must be reversed. The United States must keep its higher 
education system open to the rest of the world, and universities must be able to 
aggressively attract the best and the brightest students to its campuses. A few 
years ago {Fall 2005) , Ellen Johnson-Sirleaf, the first African woman to be 
elected president of Liberia, pointed to her Harvard experience as part of her 
resume. There need to be more such examples. 
A broader strategy based on public-private U.S. partnerships and long-
term cooperation with other receivin g and sending nations is, therefore, 
essential, as it could : 
• Strengthen international studies curricula 
• Renew and better finance international students recruitment and 
language programs 
• Internationalize various disciplines and special fields, and 
• Broaden intemational educational cooperation and distance 
education. 
A successful U.S. global outreach strategy is likely to draw on all the 
elements of international education. This is a practical and achievable goal that 
would improve upon the current situation. As the global population of college-
age young people grows in coming decades, possibly leveling off before mid-21st 
century, the number of intemational students will grow significantly. The 
United States, and other receiving nations, will be challenged to develop the 
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instructional capacity and facilities to absorb increased numbers of such 
students . 
Evidence from the literature review (liE, 2003/ OS; British Council, 2004; 
Brown, 2004· Florida, 2005) and the findings of this study indicate that the 
value of a very inclusive set of formally involved contributors from higher 
education, foundations, business, and civil society is vital in order to effectively: 
• Develop a comprehensive international student outreach strategy. 
• Structure a comprehensive strategy for marketing U.S. higher 
education abroad, with enrollment priorities by region and/ or 
nationwide equivalent to the Brand Report of th e UK (British Council, 
2004) . 
Th e Role of International Studen ts 
International students should request re -entry passes from DHS before 
leaving the country on vacation or holidays , to make sure they will be able to 
return to U.S. and their educational programs, and avoid secondary 
inspections. There may be a chance that such a process will proactively clear 
any existing flags in the system. In addition, these students should take 
advantage of international student services at their local educational 
institutions to lobby for expedited enrolment or visa renewals . They should 
contact the Institute for Higher Education as a means to gain stronger voice on 
the issue and policy development process. 
213 
The Role of Corporations 
For many U.S. institutions and for the country as a whole, international 
students also represent an important financial asset. Although international 
students comprise only 4% of America's total higher education population, 
Open Doors (2004) reports a contribution of nearly US $12 billion to the U.S . 
economy in money spent on tuition, living expenses and related costs. Nearly 
75% of all international students' funding comes from personal and family 
sources or other sources outside the United States. It is in the interest of 
corporate America to do more to help U.S. higher education institutions expand 
international education capacity through distance learning (DL) and new 
combinations of study in the U.S . and at campuses abroad. 
For example, Pfizer, on e of the nation's leading pharmaceutical 
companies , has helped launch the PhD Completion Project, a joint effort on 
behalf of U.S. universities and corporate America to increase the PhD 
completion rates of students from underrepresented groups, especially 
minorities and women (Stewart, 2005). The project has provided grants 
averaging $70 ,000 to more than two dozen universities to create intervention 
strategies and pilot projects designed to boost doctoral completion rates, 
including but not limited to student selection and admissions, financial 
support, and mentoring and advising. 
There is a need for the government and the higher education field to set 
up the proper institutional infrastructure to enable multinational corporations 
to better channel their resources, ideas and talent into international education , 
in a way that provides an independent vehicle for them to do so, but at the 
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same time, supports America's policy objectives. Lastly, the government should 
foster a Corporation for International Education, similar to what was done during 
the Cold War, for multinational companies, private foundations and even NGOs 
to collaborate (Peterson, 2002) . Such a corporation could provide support and 
fund a wide variety of intemational education projects and outreach efforts to 
attract students around the world that meet a pre-established set of criteria 
and goals among the govemment agencies, higher education institutions and 
the business sector. Programs could include non-govemment organizations, 
foundations, media organizations and even individuals and small businesses 
with interesting, innovative ideas for engaging in a dialogue with intemational 
students, universities and student exchange organizations around the world. 
The Role of the Institute for Higher Education (IHE) 
The Institute should continue to foster access and success in higher 
education for intemational students and scholars through public policy 
research and other activities that inform and influence the policymaking 
process . The Institute should focus on lobbying and informing decision-makers 
about the impact of inten1ational students on U.S. national security, economy, 
higher education, and diversity, such as government policymakers, senior 
institutional leaders, researchers, the media, and private sector leaders. 
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Appendix A - Top 30 institutions with highest enrollment of temporary-
residents in graduate science programs 
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Appendix C - Pilot Statistics Summary 
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Appendix D - Sample Results of Pilot Study 
* What best describes you? If other, please explain. 
Number of Response 
Answer 0% 100% Response(s) Ratio 
Domestic 24 67% 
Student 
International ~ 17% 
Student 
Faculty I ! 3% 
Administrator ~ 11% 
Other (View 0 0% 
all) 
No Response I 3% (s) 
Totals 36 100% 
View comments {6} 
J-1: Sample data from pilot survey 
J-2 depicts a partial list of survey questions and the number of open-
ended answers gathered up to that time during the pilot survey. 
2 How have the 9/11 terrorist attacks affected your Science and 
Engineering {S&E) graduate programs? 
Number of 
Response( a) 
View Text Answers 27 
3 How do you believe 9/11 has affected issues of academic freedom 
and freedom of scientific inquiry in your university? 
Number of 
Response( a) 
View Text Answers 
4 From your perspective, how have the Student and Exchange 
Visitor Information System {SEVIS) Act and visa rules been 
affecting international faculty/scholars exchange programs at 
your university? 
19 
Number of 
Response( a) 
View Text Answers 
S How do you think SEVIS and visa rules have been affecting 
foreign student enrollments at your university? 
19 
Number of 
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Appendix E - Online Survey 
Since its inception, what influence has the Student Exchange and Visitor 
Information System (SEVIS) had on the graduate study of international science 
and engineering students (F-1 Visas) from application to graduation? 
Boston University School for Education 
Researcher: Marcus Goncalves 
Exploratory Study and Purpose 
This online qualitative su rvey, based on a review of post 9/11 issues 
facing international students en r olling in graduate programs of science and 
en gineering at U.S. u niversities, aim s to find out how SEVIS and current 
student/ exchange visa policies are influencing science and engineering 
enrollments and programs at four sampling universities in the northeastern 
U.S., part of NSF's (2004) Top 30 institutions with highest population of science 
and en gineering graduate students in the U.S. The survey respondents are 
DHS' designated SEVIS operators, admissions officials, and department chairs 
at science and engineering graduate programs . 
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SEVIS Research Survey 
How the Student Exchange Visa Information System (SEVIS) influences 
the influx and study of graduate international students in science and 
engineering in the U.S. 
Reviewer Information 
Your Name: Institution: 
Date: Position: 
(PDSO, DSO , RO, ARO, Dept. Chair, 
Admissions) 
Guidelines 
All assertions below are related to ONLY graduate international students in 
science and engineering (F -1 visas) 
Please, complete this review, using the following scale: NA =Not Applicable 
1 =Strongly disagree 
SEVIS Implementation 
t 
(5) = (4) = 
Strongly Somewhat 
agree agree 
SEVIS data are very reliable D D 
SEVIS facilitates dealings with D D international students 
SEVIS Functionality 
SEVIS eliminates duplication of D D data 
SEVIS enables access to D D accurate information 
SEVIS increases office workload D D 
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2 = Somewhat disagree 
3 = Indifferent, or no influence 
4 = Somewhat agree 
5 =Strongly Agree 
(3) = (2) = (1) = 
Indifferent, or Somewhat Strongly 
no influence disagree disagree 
D D D 
D D D 
D D D 
D D D 
D D D 
SEVIS decreases office workload 
SEVIS improves campus security 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
SEVIS Influence on International Graduate science and engineering 
Student Application and Enrollment 
(5) = (4) = (3) = (2) = (1) = 
Strongly Somewhat Indifferent, or Somewhat Strongly 
agree agree no influence disagree disagree 
SEVIS has harmed recruitment of D D D D D international students 
It has not caused enrollment yield to D D D D D decrease 
SEVIS has expedited F-1 visa D D D D D process 
International student visas fee has D D D D D reduced yield 
The decrease in international 
student yield, if any, is causally- D D D D D 
attributed to visa difficulties 
It helped reduce fraudulent D D D D D enrollments 
Country-by-Country Enrollment 
Noticeably increased yield from D D D D D China 
Noticeably increased yield from D D D D D Middle East 
Noticeably increased yield from India D D D D D 
Noticeably increased yield from Latin D D D D D America 
Security Advisory Opinions (SAOs) 
(5) = (4) = (3) = (2) = (1) = 
Strongly Somewhat Indifferent, or Somewhat Strongly 
agree agree no influence disagree disagree 
SAOs have a negative impact on D D D D D student enrollment 
The Visas Mantis process is D D D D D unnecessary 
The Visas Condor process is D D D D D unnecessary 
The SAO process takes too long D D D D D (30+ days) 
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SEVIS Monitoring 
(5) = (4) = (3) = (2) = (1) = 
Strongly Somewhat Indifferent, or Somewhat Strongly 
agree agree no influence disagree disagree 
At least 1 0% of the international 
students fall "out-of-status" in SEVIS D D D D D during their course of study at this 
institution 
At least 25% of international 
students fall "out-of-status" in SEVIS D D D D D during their course of study at this 
institution 
Most students at this institution (70% 
and above) stay "in-status" with D D D D D 
SEVIS 
In this institution, more than 10% of 
students are deported after falling D D D D D 
"out-of-status" in SEVIS 
Falling "out-of-status" is not typical 
for students at this institution (less D D D D D 
than 10% do) 
Numbers of International Graduate Science and Engineering Students 
More than More than Between 800 Less than Less than 500 1,500 1,200 to 1,200 800 students students 
students students 
The total "current" population of 
international students in science and D D D D D engineering programs at this 
institution is 
The total population of international 
students in science and engineering D D D D D programs at this institution "prior" to 
9/11 was. 
The total current population of 
international students in science D D D D D 
programs at this institution is 
The total current population of 
international students in 
engineering programs at this D D D D D 
institution is 
Please use the space below for anything else you would like to share about the impact of 
SEVIS and other changes in U.S. visa policies for international students. 
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If there are any other PDSOs, DSOs, ROs, AROs, admissions official, or 
department chairs in a science or engineering graduate programs you believe it 
would be useful for me to survey or interview, please feel free to forward them 
the web link for this survey and/or send me their contact information. I can be 
reached at marcusg@bu.edu, or at 508-353-1885. 
I appreciate your time and valuable contribution to this study. Many 
thanks! 
Marcus Goncalves 
Assistant Professor of Management 
International Business Program Chair 
Nichols College 
508-213-2443 Office 
508-353-1885 Cell 
508-213-2225 Fax 
Center Road 
PO Box 5000 
Dudley, MA 01571-5000 
marcusg.goncalves@nichols.edu or marcusg@bu.edu 
www.nichols.edu 
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Appendix F- Informed Consent Form 
Boston University School of Education 
Administration, Training, and Policy Studies 
Informed Consent Form 
A study of what influence has the Student Exchange and Visitor 
Information System (SEVIS) had on the graduate study of international 
science and engineering students (F-1 Visas) from application to 
graduation since its inception? 
Purpose 
Student Investigator: Marcus Goncalves 
Faculty Advisor: Professor Alan Gaynor 
The purpose of this study is to describe how SEVIS influences the influx 
and study of graduate international students in science and engineering in the 
U.S. The findings of this completely confidential study may help better 
understand SEVIS influences on international students in science and 
engineering, and the changes on the influx and academic work they experience. 
You are being asked to participate in this study because you are involved 
with the operations and/or administration of SEVIS (i.e. you are a PDSO, DSO, 
RO, or ARO). with the enrollment of such students (i.e. admissions official). or 
you are a science and engineering department head. Your participation in this 
study would be much appreciated, and would involve completing a confidential 
online survey asking your views on how SEVIS and student/ exchange visa 
policies influence the influx of international students at graduate science and 
engineering programs. There will also be an optional semi-structured interview 
follow-up conducted via telephone or in-person (at a location and time of your 
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choice). The survey should take no more than 10/20 minutes to complete, and 
the interview, about 60/90 minutes on average. 
This study poses almost no risk to you, as the questions asked are not 
pertinent to you or personal in nature. You will remain anonymous, and your 
identity will be kept completely confidential and coded. Your e-mail address will 
be used only to access the survey online. There will be no correlation between 
your email address and your responses. If you agree to be interviewed, I will 
tape record the interview, and may take some notes, but you will remain 
anonymous; only I will listen to it when transcribing, but only for private 
anonymous transcription purpose. Tapes will be discarded after transcription. 
You may choose not to complete the survey and/or the interview at any point. 
You may decide to withdraw from this study at any time. If you decide to 
withdraw from the study, no further information will be collected from you. At 
that point, the investigator will ask if the materials already collected in the 
study can be used, with the understanding you may wish for them not to be. 
Risks: Your participation in this study does not involve any physical risk 
or emotional risk. 
Benefits: Your participation in this study may aid in an increased 
understanding of how SEVIS influences and affect the influx and the 
experiences of graduate science and engineering international 
students/scholars at higher education institutions in the U.S. 
Alternative: You have the alternative to choose not to participate in this 
research study. 
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Confidentiality: Results of this study may be used for publication. 
Upon your request, if you have disclosed your identity, it will be protected by 
using a pseudonym rather than your real name or other identifying information. 
The name of your institution may be protected as well if you so decide. 
Your participation in this study will involve no cost to you. You will not 
be paid for your participation in this study. 
Subject's Rights: Your participation in this study is voluntary and you 
are free to withdraw at any time. You are free to choose not to answer 
particular questions if you do not want to. 
Consent: I agree to participate in the research study described above. I 
will receive a copy of this consent form after I sign it. 
Subject's name (printed) 
Subject's signature 
Marcus V. A. Goncalves 
Researcher's name (printed) 
Researcher's signature 
Date 
Date 
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Appendix G - Survey Protocol 
Upon selection, respondents will receive a research prospectus and an 
informed consent form via e-mail or in person, which they will be expected to 
read, sign and return to me. I will then send them, via e-mail or in person, a 
web link to an anonymous open-ended survey online and they will be offered 
the (optional) semi-structured interview. By providing respondents with a link 
to the online survey in person will guarantee their total and unrestricted 
anonymity. as they will not even have to provide an e-mail address or a name. 
The website will provide non-repudiation7 features, guaranteeing that 
only the interviewees have a single access to the site. anonymously. 
confidentially, and securely. E-mail addresses will be used only for 
authentication purposes. The online survey system will block any attempt of 
any interviewee trying to retake the survey (unless authorized by the 
researcher. in case of system malfunctioning, loss of connectivity, etc .. which 
will be properly documented at the system level). or any uninvited or 
unauthorized individual access. view. or attempt to take the survey. 
7 Non-repudiation means the ability to prove that a transaction over a network or 
internet connection originated from a particular party. So that party cannot deny that 
s/he performed a certain transaction. A receiver cannot deny that s/he received a 
certain message from a sender, and a sender cannot deny that s/he sent a message to 
the receiver. 
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Appendix H - Sample Data Matrix from Pilot Study 
Exhibit 1 -Data Matrix for University 1 - How have the 9/11 terrorist 
attacks affected your Science and Engineering graduate programs? 
Respondent a) b) c) 
group Views Expressed Which most Why 
cited 
Administrators • Decreased • Decreased • Not familiar 
enrollment of enrollment of with 
international international immigration 
students students laws post 9/11 
• No effect • Don't know 
• Don't know 
• Higher cost of 
recruitment 
Faculty • No effect • No effect • Not familiar 
• Don't know with immigration 
laws post 9/11 
International • Increased • Increased • SEVIS 
Students monitoring monitoring 
• Harder to get 
visa 
Domestic • No effect • No effect • Not familiar 
Students 
• Don't know with immigration 
laws post 9/11 
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Appendix I - Study Timeline 
The following is a tentative timeline for this research study: 
ID I ITask Name 
0 
Research Project (New Project) 
Lit Review(ch.1 &2) 154 days? 
Research 148 days , 
Write & Review 39 days! 
Research Design and Methods (Ch . 3) 75 days? 
Populalion Selection 25 days , 
Online Survey Development 33 days! 
Online Survey Pilot 25 days! 
Semi-structured Interview Design/Pianni1 24 days'l 
Dissertation Proposal 86 days? 
First Draft & Review 86 days , 
Hearing 0 day 
~ Research 30 days? Data Gathering 30 days? 
- Online Survey (Likert Scale Questio 13 days', 
Semi-struclured Interviews 30 days? 
Data Analysis 30 days? 
Tabulation 30 days , 
CoMication 30 days'l 
Validity tests 25 days'l 
Finding's Report (ch 4) 26 days? 
Write-<4> 26 day s , 
Review 17 days'l 
Conclusions & Updates Report (Ch.! 12 days? 
Review 12 days , 
26 I !ail Dissertation Defense (2-week readings} 0 day J ~ 5/4 
Appendix J- Respondent's Identifier Code Legend 
DH (Dept. Head} 
AO (Admissions Official) 
SV (SEVIS Op./admin) 
' 
~l,DHlJ-
L__,,-
# of respondents per 
institution and category 
Ul University 1 
U2 University 2 ... 
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Appendix K - Definition of Terms 
Several terms used throughout this study refer to overlapping 
populations but are not entirely interchangeable. Some important terms 
include: 
Active SEVIS Record - SEVIS-student record in SEVIS software for a 
student that has arrived in the U.S. and enrolled in a course of study at an 
individual SEVIS-approved school. 
Adjudicate- To settle judicially (review and approve, or deny). 
Advocacy groups - Members and organizations that have a public policy 
mission or department to support policy development favorable to the 
organization's constituency (Reeves, 2005, pg. 52). For the purposes of this 
study, the terms "college", "university", "school", and "institution" are used 
interchangeably. 
Alternate Responsible Official - The ARO has similar duties to DSO for 
the J visa program and can sign the DS-2019. However only the RO may make 
program changes with the Department of State, assign new AROs, etc ... 
Assistant Designated Student Official- or (ADSO), proposed F 
regulations allow for up to 5 ADSOs per campus. ADSO may enter data into 
SEVIS but cannot transmit data to SEVIS or sign an 1-20 printing. 
Closed Student Records - Status of SEVIS student record after student 
has completed his or her approved program of study. 
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Coordinated Interagency Partnership Regulating International Students 
(CIPRIS) - Pilot program for tracking international students; it was the precursor 
ofSEVIS. 
Data Fix- A manual change in SEVIS data made by DHS software staff-
used for corrections in student records that DSOs are not authorized to make. 
Designated School Official (DSO)- A designated employee or agent of an 
educational institution, who has been authorized by the Department of 
Homeland Security to verify information about and certify documents for 
international students. DSOs are responsible to enforce the rules, regulations, 
and compliance of international students and exchange visitors that come to 
the U.S. to participate in academic programs. Also manages the Student and 
Exchange Visitor Information System (Morinaka, 2007, p.5; Boyd, 2008). 
Current F regulations provide for ten DSOs per campus, regardless of the size 
of the tertiary institution. Only DSOs may transmit data to the INS and sign I-
20 forms (Urias, 2003, p. 20). 
DS-2019 jonn- Certificate of Eligibility for Exchange Visitor, formerly lAP-
66. 
Educational Objective- Program completion at a non-academic 
institution, for example, a professional certification. 
F Student- A nonimmigrant student with F -1 status for attending SEW-
approved academic institutions or language training program. 
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F-1 - Nonimmigrant status conferred on students attending SEVP-
approved academic institutions and language training programs. 
F-1 Visa- Documentation confirming an individual's F -1 status. 
F-1 visa student- An alien having a residence in a foreign country which 
s/he has no intention of abandoning, who is a bona fide student qualified to 
pursue a full course of study and who seeks to enter the U.S. temporarily and 
solely for the purpose of pursuing such a course of study consistent with 
section 214(1) at an established college, university, seminary, conservatory, 
academic high school, elementary school, or other academic institution or in a 
language training program in the U.S. [INA§ 10l(a) (15)(F)(i)] . 
F-2- Nonimmigrant status conferred on the spouse or minor child of an 
F -1 or F -3 student. 
F-3 - Border country commuter students in academic institutions and 
language training programs (Regulations for commuter students are still under 
development). 
Federal Register - A daily publication of the Federal Government that 
includes official transactions of the U.S. Congress, as well as all federal 
agencies, which includes updated information on rules and regulations 
proposed, commented on, and later implemented by agencies of the federal 
govemment (Morinaka, 2007, p. 5). 
Federal statutory law/regulation- The body of law created by the 
legislative acts of the U.S. Congress. A statute is an act of the legislature 
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declaring, commanding, or prohibiting something. Statute may mean a single 
act of a legislature or a body of acts. Statute can also refer to a law but statute 
is a more precise term. Statutes can also sometimes be called acts. Congress 
often writes into the preamble of a law how it wishes the law to be referred to 
for ease of reference (Urias , 2003, p. 19-20; NAFSA, 2001) . 
Foreign-born student- Graduate students and postdoctoral scholars born 
outside the United States. Some of these students and scholars may have 
become naturalized U.S. citizens before or during their graduate studies and 
would thus be included in the "U.S. citizens or permanent residents ." Unlike 
international students, foreign-born students may hold a permanent residence 
status, which qualifies them for the same citizen-restricted federal grants (with 
exceptions) as do U.S.-born students and postdoctoral scholars and can be 
hired to work in industry and at national laboratories. 
I-20 form- SEVIS Certificate of Eligibility for Nonimmigrant Student 
Status issued by the higher education institution to the international student 
admitted to a university or college for a full course of study and approved by the 
DHS. I-20s are required for international students obtaining visas (used by 
SEVIS students for proof of status purposes). 
I-539 Form- Application to Extend/Change Nonimmigrant Status 
I-765 Forms - Employment Authorization Document (EAD) 
I-94 Form- Arrival-Departure Record issued at Port-of-Entry (used by 
SEVIS students for proof of status purposes). 
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Immigrant Visas - Visas for individuals intending to live permanently in 
the United States. 
Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS) - founded in 1891 , one of the 
agencies of the Department of Justice that previously administered and 
enforced U.S. immigration laws prior to March 31, 2003, when it was abolished. 
The old INS, at times referred to as the "legacy INS" used to administer and 
enforce federal laws that dealt with people from other countries who wanted to 
enter or remain in the United States. The INS also handled the administration 
and enforcement of federal laws dealing with people who want to become 
American citizens. In this study, any reference to the INS will pre-date the 
abolition of the agency on March 31, 2003. If an agency that is now a part of 
the DHS is referenced post-abolition, the new name, title, or abbreviation will be 
used. 
Initial SEVIS Record - The record that a DSO sets up in SEVIS when the 
student is accepted into a "program" of study at the school. 
Initial-Status SEVIS Record - SEVIS-student record created in SEVIS at 
the time a potential student is accepted into a "course of study" at a SEVIS-
approved school. 
Interim Student and Exchange Authentication System (ISEAS) - Temporary 
web-based system, initiated by the DOS on 9 I 11/2002, used to track foreign 
student and exchange visitor data until SEVIS was ready for implementation 
(1/1/2003). 
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International student- In this study, the term is used for graduate 
students and postdoctoral scholars who study in more than one country. This 
term is used throughout the study to indicate graduate students or 
postdoctoral scholars who have obtained at least high-school degrees or their 
equivalent outside the U.S. and have come to the U.S. to obtain graduate 
education or postdoctoral training. This is a non-immigrant temporary visa 
reserved for an intemational student entering the U.S. to study in a post-
secondary program or institution. The F visa is used for a full course of study 
at colleges, universities, seminaries, conservatories, academic high schools, 
elementary schools, other academic institutions, and in language training 
programs. The term is not restricted to students in the U.S., however, and can 
apply to any student or scholar studying outside their home countries. The Fl 
population was the first group of students that federal regulations regarding 
SEVIS had been imposed on. The M visa, under the Immigration and 
Nationality Act, is used for students in established vocational or other 
recognized nonacademic institutions, other than in language training programs, 
which includes community colleges or junior colleges that provide vocational or 
technical training and that award recognized associate degrees; vocational high 
schools; and a school that provides vocational or nonacademic training other 
than language training (University of Texas at Austin, 
http:/ /www.utexas.edu/student/admissions/residency /resglossary.html, 
retrieved October 06, 2007). J visas are issued to exchange visitors and H-lB 
visas (formerly H-1) are available to those aliens who are considered to have 
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specialty occupations. J and H-lB visa holders will be considered when 
applicable for the study. 
J-1 visa - An alien having a residence in a foreign country which he has 
no intention of abandoning, who is a bona fide student, scholar, trainee, 
teacher, professor, research assistant, specialist, or leader in a field of 
specialized knowledge or skill, or other person of similar description, who is 
corning temporarily to the United States as a participant in a program 
designated by the Director of the United States Information Agency, for the 
purpose of teaching, instructing or lecturing, studying, observing, conducting 
research, consulting, demonstrating special skills, or receiving training and 
who, if he is corning to the United States to participate in a program under 
which he will receive graduate medical education or training, also meets the 
requirements of section 2120), and the alien spouse and minor children of any 
such alien if accompanying him or following to join him. [INA §10l(a)(l5)(J)(i)] 
M Student- A nonimmigrant student with M-1 status for attending 
SEVP-approved vocational or other nonacademic institutions. 
M-1 - Nonimmigrant status conferred on students attending SEVP 
approved vocational or other nonacademic institutions who meet the 
requirements outlined in 8 CFR 214.2(m)(l). 
M-1 Visa- Documentation confirming an individual's M-1 status. 
M-2 - Nonimmigrant status conferred on the spouse or minor child of an 
M -1 student. 
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M-3 - Border country commuter students in vocational training programs 
or other nonacademic institutions (Regulations for commuter students are 
under development). 
Maintains Status - Complying with regulatory requirements established 
for non-immigrants that are in the U.S. on F-1 or M-1 visas. 
National Association of Foreign Student Advisors (NAFSA) -A non-profit 
academic organization in the U.S. with a mission to promote the exchange of 
students and scholars to and from the United States, assisting international 
students, educators, institutions, and organizations by setting standards of 
good practice, providing training and professional development opportunities, 
providing networking opportunities, and advocating for international education. 
NAFSA also provides a forum for discussion of issues and a network for sharing 
information as it seeks to increase awareness of and support for international 
education in higher education, in government, and in the community. 
National Security Entry-Exit Registration System (NSEERSO) - a program 
set up after 9 I 11 terrorist attacks, for the protection of those residing in the 
United States. NSEERS is a way to keep track of certain people from one of 
these countries who would like to enter or leave the United States. There are 
more than 35 million immigrants registered in this system and they are 
required to register with immigration authorities at a port of entry or at the ICE 
office. The program is targeted specifically toward foreign nationals born in 
specific countries on or before November 15, 1986. Men and women from the 
following countries must register with NSEERS: Afghanistan, Algeria, Bahrain, 
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Bangladesh, Egypt, Eritrea, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Jordan, Kuwait, Lebanon, 
Libya, Morocco, North Korea, Oman, Pakistan, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, Somalia, 
Sudan, Syria, Tunisia, United Arab Emirates, and Yemen. 
Nonimmigrant- A person visiting the United States from a foreign country 
who does not intend to stay permanently in the United States. 
Nonimmigrant Student - A student who does not have authority to settle 
in the U.S. permanently, and is in the country to study on an F-l, J-1, or M-1 
visa. 
Nonimmigrant Visas - Visas for individuals who have permanent 
residence outside the U.S. , but who wish to be in the United States on a 
temporary basis- for tourism, business, temporary work, study, or medical 
treatment. 
OPT - Optional Practical Training 
PDSO - Principal Designated School Official 
Pending Reinstatement - Status of a SEVIS student record for a student 
who has applied for reinstatement of visa status, but who has yet to receive a 
reply to the request from DHS District Office. 
POE - Port of Entry 
Policy- A policy is a deliberate plan of action to guide decisions and 
achieve rational outcome(s). The term may apply to govemment, private sector 
organizations and groups, and individuals. Presidential executive orders, 
corporate privacy policies, and parliamentary rules of order are all examples of 
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policy. Policy differs from rules or law. While law can compel or prohibit 
behaviors (e.g. a law requiring the removal of a temporary resident) policy 
merely guides actions toward those that are most likely to achieve a desired 
outcome (Blakemore, 2007) . The type of data likely to be collected in policy 
development includes "relevant laws, court decisions, executive orders, 
administrative guidelines, regulations , memoranda, instructions, behavior of 
street-level bureaucrats; responses to the above by clients; [and] opinions of 
experts", and the forms of inquiry or analysis will likely be "statistical data 
analyses, documentary analyses, interviews, observation, unobtrusive 
measures, investigative inquiry techniques" (Boyd, 2008). Such data are 
"influenced by inquirer values as expressed in the choice of a problem, 
evaluand, or policy option, and in the framing, bounding, and focusing of the 
problem, evaluand or policy option" (Lincoln & Guba, 1985, pg. 45). 
Program - A complete course of study, as defined by the school, such as 
bachelors and graduate degree programs or a certification program. 
REAL ID-a nationwide effort intended to prevent terrorism, reduce fraud, 
and improve the reliability and accuracy of identification documents that State 
governments issue. The REAL ID Act requires that a REAL ID driver's license be 
used for "official purposes," as defined by DHS: accessing a Federal facility; 
boarding Federally-regulated commercial aircraft; and entering nuclear power 
plants (http:/ /www.dhs.gov/xprevprot/lawsjgc_ll72767635686.shtm). On 
May 11 , 2008, state driver's licenses and identification cards will not be 
accepted for federal purposes unless DHS determines a state is compliant with 
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the Real ID or a state has been approved for an extension by DHS 
(http:/ /www.ncsl.org/realid/). 
Refusal Overcome - Some visa refusals can be overcome by the 
presentation of additional information. "Overcomes" are cases in which an 
initial decision to deny a visa or suspend processing in a visa case is overcome 
by the new information or changed circumstances that establishes an 
applicant's eligibility for the visa (and the visa is then issued) . 
Responsible Officer (RO) -The school employee or agent who is recognized 
and authorized by the U.S. Department of State (DOS) to be the primary person 
responsible for advising, counseling, and assisting J -1 exchange visitors in 
relation to federal law and regulation, for executing federal forms related to the 
status and activities of such individuals, and for supervising the activities of 
Alternate Responsible Officers (AROs) (Boston University, ISSO Glossary, 
http: I jwww. bu.edu/isso I sevis/background/ glossary /index.html). 
School- Used in this study to include colleges, universities, seminaries, 
conservatories, academic high schools, elementary schools, other academic 
institutions, and language training programs. 
Security Advisory Opinion (SAO)- Also known as Washington Special 
Clearance, commonly called security clearance, administrative clearance , or 
administrative processing, is a process the U.S. Department of State and the 
diplomatic missions of the U.S. use in deciding to grant or deny a U.S. visa to 
certain visa applicants. The process involves sending a request from the visa 
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issuing post to the Department of State's headquarters in Washington, D.C. , to 
investigate an individual's case for possible espionage , terrorism, and illegal 
export of technology out of the U.S. There are various types of SAOs, usually 
named after various animals, with two named after legendary characters. As of 
August 2006, these included Visa Mantis, Visa Bear, Visa Donkey, Visa Merlin, 
Visa Eagle, Visa Condor, and Visa Hawk. There are also other types of SAOs 
used for notifYing the Department of State about visa issuance and that the 
applicant will be traveling to the U.S.: Visa Horse, for diplomatic visa holders of 
certain nationalities, and Visa Pegasus, for officials of Commonwealth of 
Independent States (Washington Special Clearances, Security Advisory 
Opinions, 9 FAM Appendix G, 500. U.S. Department of State Foreign Affairs 
Manual Volume 9- Visas. United States Department of State (2006-08- 16). 
Retrieved on 10/ 12/2007). 
Session - A period of time in which a student starts, attends, and 
completes a class or set of classes without being required to enroll or re-enroll 
(generally referred to as a semester, term, or quarter, depending on the school). 
Student and Exchange Visitor Iriformation System (SEVIS) - an Internet-
based system for U.S . Immigration and Naturalization (INS) to track foreign 
students. Higher education institutions with international student enrollments 
record events or changes in a student's address , major, enrollment status, or 
employability. References to SEVIS in this paper are for SEVIS I. Any reference 
to the second SEVIS system will explicitly denote this as SEVIS II. Little was 
known about the second version of SEVIS at the time this paper was written. 
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Student and Exchange Visitor Program (SEVP) - manages SEVIS. SEVP is 
a program under ICE. SEVP acts as the bridge for varied government 
organizations which have an interest in information on foreign students 
(http:/ /www.ice.gov /sevis/). 
Technology Alert List (TAL)- An extensive list of sensitive technologies 
that the U.S. wants to prevent from being transferred abroad. 
Temporary resident- Graduate students and postdoctoral scholars in the 
U.S. on temporary visas, usually F-1 , J-1, or H-1b visas. These students and 
scholars are not eligible for citizen-restricted federal grants and in most cases 
cannot be employed as staff at national laboratories. Because F -1 and J -1 visas 
have work restrictions, people holding these visas have less flexibility in their 
employment opportunities than U.S. citizens and permanent residents . 
Termination - Removal of a student or dependent from Active status (or 
"in status"). for a specified cause other than completion of his or her academic 
program --for example, death or expulsion from school. 
U.S. Bureau of Citizenship and Immigration Services (USCIS) -A sub-
agency of the U.S. Department of Homeland Security that administers benefits 
under the immigration laws (Morinaka, 2005, p. 5). 
U.S. Customs and Border Protection (USCBP) -A sub-agency under the 
U.S. Department of Homeland Security that conducts all inspections of 
individuals seeking entry into the U.S .. including air, land , and seaports. 
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U.S. Department of Homeland Security (DHS) - commonly known in the 
U.S. as "Homeland Security", is a Cabinet department of the U.S. federal 
government with the responsibility of protecting the territory of the U.S. from 
terrorist attacks and responding to natural disasters . It was created by the 
Homeland Security Act of 2002, the head of which is a presidential cabinet level 
position. Whereas the Department of Defense is charged with military actions 
abroad, the Department of Homeland Security works in the civilian sphere to 
protect the U.S. within, at, and outside its borders. On March 1, 2003, DHS 
absorbed the now defunct Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS) and 
assumed its duties. In doing so, it divided the enforcement and services 
functions into two separate and new agencies- U.S. Immigration and Customs 
Enforcement (USICE) and U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services (USCIS). 
U.S. Department of State (DOS) - often referred to as the State 
Department, it is the Cabinet-level foreign affairs agency of the U.S. 
government, similar to foreign ministries, foreign offices, ministries of external 
relations, etc. in other countries. It is administered by the Secretary of State. 
The DOS is the agency that oversees and implements U.S. foreign policy 
through American embassies and consulates abroad, the head of which is a 
presidential cabinet level position. 
U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement (USICE) -This is the largest 
and primary investigative arm of DHS, responsible for identifying, investigating, 
and dismantling vulnerabilities regarding the nation's border, economic, 
transportation, and infrastructure security. USICE is charged with the 
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investigation and enforcement of over 400 federal statutes within the United 
States, and maintains attaches at major U.S. embassies overseas. 
Consequently, ICE Special Agents possess the broadest investigative authority 
within the U.S. government (U.S. CODE: Title 19, 1589a. Enforcement authority 
of customs officers; U.S. CODE: Title 8 ,1357. Powers of immigration officers 
and employees; U.S. CODE: Title 19,482. Search ofvehicles and persons). 
U.S. international education - The education, training, and cultural 
programs and institutions for foreign international students and scholars 
who enter the U.S. temporarily (i.e . as non-immigrants), to study, train, 
teach or conduct research at the post-secondary level. The international 
education arena includes the administrative infrastructure and personnel of 
programs that deliver the academic, professional development, and/ or 
service components of the educational program (Reeves, 2005, pg. 53) . 
United States Visitor and Immigrant Status Indicator Technology (U.S. -
VISIT) -This is a U.S. immigration and border management system responsible 
for the collection and analysis of biometric data (such as fingerprints), which 
are checked against a database that tracks individuals deemed by the United 
States to be terrorists , criminals, and illegal immigrants. 
Visa - In most cases, a citizen of a foreign country needs a visa to apply 
to enter the United States. A visa does not permit entry to the U.S. It simply 
indicates that a U.S. consular officer at an American embassy or consulate has 
reviewed an individual's application to enter the United States and determined 
that the individual is eligible to enter the country for a specific purpose. There 
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are two categories of U.S. visas: immigrant and nonimmigrant. 
Visa Bear - One of the many types of SAOs, typically used for foreign 
government officials, representatives to international organizations, and their 
families (Walsh, 2005). 
Visa Condor- Instituted in 2002, this is one of the many types of SAOs. 
It is an antiterrorist screening process added for nationals of U.S.-designated 
countries that sponsor terrorism, including Iran, Libya. Syria, Cuba, North 
Korea, and Sudan (Florida, 2005) . 
Visa Donkey- One of the many types of SAOs. This is a more complex 
type of screening, concerned with name hits and certain nationalities, that 
requires authorization from the Department of State before a visa may be 
issued to an applicant and is used for those who would not qualifY for the Visa 
Eagle procedures (NAFSA, 1999) . 
Visa Eagle- One of the many types of SAOs, Visa Eagle requires an 
additional ten days waiting period and is used by applicants who are being 
sponsored by the U.S. government. and screens for certain nationals of Cuba, 
China, Iran, Russia, and Vietnam (Farnam, 2005; Walsh, 2005). 
Visa exempt - Citizens of Canada or Bermuda or residents of certain 
other islands described in 8 CFR 212.1a, do not need a visa. These applicants 
for F -l, F -3, M -l, M -3 or J -1 nonimmigrant status may apply at the Port of 
Entry. 
Visa Mantis - The Visa Mantis program was established in 1998 and 
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applies to all nonimmigrant visa categories, including student (F -visa). 
exchange visitor (J-visa). temporary worker (H-visa). intra-company transferee 
(L-visa). business (B-visa). and tourism (B-2 visa) applicants. Visa Mantis 
screens for potential illegal transfer of sensitive or dual-use technology, and are 
intended to provide additional scrutiny for scholars who may pose a security 
risk (Walsh, 2005). 
Visa Merlin - One of the many types of SAOs, typically used for refugees 
and asylees (Walsh, 2005). 
Visa Refusal- Under U.S. immigration law, a visa must be denied if the 
applicant cannot establish his or her eligibility, either because the application 
does not meet the requirements of an established visa category, or because 
there are grounds for ineligibility based on other aspects of the visa case. A visa 
refusal is the formal denial of a nonimmigrant visa application by a U.S. 
consular officer acting pursuant to the Immigration and Nationality Act 
(http:/ /travel.state.gov /visa/frvi/ineligibilities/ineligibilities_l364.html). 
Waiver of Ineligibility - Some visa refusals require a waiver of ineligibility 
which must be approved by the DHS before a visa may be issued. 
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Appendix L - Summary of P /DSO Reporting Requirements and Automatic 
SEVIS Functions 
The following table sunrmarizes SEVIS Alerts that will assist P / DSOs in 
cleaning up student records. SEVP encourages P /DSOs to use this summary to 
assist in maintaining updated student records in SEVIS . (SOURCE: 
http: / / www.ice .gov /sevis/schools/sum_pdso_rpt.htm) 
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Identifying Applicable 
Records in SEVIS 
Draft records that have been 
transferred to your school 
appear on the Students in 
Transferred Status List, and 
can be identified as transfer-in 
records by the "In" Transfer 
Type. 
Initial status records with 
recorded entry data (e.g., POE 
date in the travel information) 
for new students (neither 
transfer nor change of level) 
will appear on the Students in 
Initial Status with Port of Entry 
Records Alert in SEVIS. 
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Automatic SEVIS 
Functions 
Effective September 1, 
2004, SEVIS will 
automatically terminate 
records that were 
transferred to your school 
and left in "draft" status 
(e.g. , not changed to "initial 
status") for 6 months from 
the release date (e.g. , the 
date the record was 
transferred to your school). 
Termination reason: 
Transfer Student No Show 
Effective September 1 , 
2004, SEVIS will 
automatically terminate 
Initial status records issued 
for new students (neither 
transfer nor change of level) 
60 days after the program 
start date if the record has 
recorded entry data (e.g. , 
POE date in the travel 
information) , and the record 
has not been made Active 
via registration. Termination 
reason: No-show- system 
termination 
I 
I F-1 or M- 1 s tudents Initial status records for Effective October 1, 2004, 
transferring in to your students who are transferring- SEVIS will automatically 
school or changing in will appear on the Transfer- terminate Initial status 
education levels should be in Students Not Registered by transfer-in records 60 days 
expected to report to you, Program Start Date Alert in following the transfer-in 
regardless of whether they SEVIS. Initial status records program start date if the 
have POE data on their for students who are changing record was not made Active 
records. Therefore, for all education level will appear on via registration. If you learn 
transfer-in and change of the Students in Initial Status from the student that he or 
education level records, with Port of Entry Records Alert she has decided not to come 
within 30 days of the if the student's record has to your school , you need to 
program start date , you been updated with POE take appropriate action to 
must either register the information in SEVIS . avoid the record being 
student. indicating the automatically terminated in 
student has reported to your error. Note: This termination 
school, or terminate the will occur regardless of 
record for a reason of "no- whether there is POE data 
show" indicating the student on the student's record. I has not reported to your Termination reason: 
school. Transfer Student No Show 
--
All new F-1 or M-1 students There is no SEVIS Alert Effective October 1, 2004 , 
who report to your school associated with Initial status SEVIS will automatically 
must be registered in SEVIS records for new students cancel Initial status records 
within 30 days of the where no entry date is for new students (excluding 
program start date. If a new recorded . Rather, DSOs need those Initial status records 
student with an Initial status to monitor the list of records in issued for Transfer or 
record enrolls at your school, Initial status , and ensure that Change of Education Level 
even if their record did not all students who have enrolled purposes) 60 days following 
appear on the A lert for have been registered, even if the program start date if the 
Students in Initial status with those records did not appear record was not made Active 
Port of Entry Records , you are on th e Alert for Students in via registration, and no 
required to register them in Initial Status with Port of Entry arrival data are recorded. 
SEVIS. Failu re to do so will Records. 
result in erroneous record 
cancellation. 
You are required to report Active records that have Effective November l , 2004, 
whether or not an F-1 or M- outdated session dates appear SEVIS will automatically 
1 student continues to on the Active Students terminate Active status 
report to school for each Requiring Registration Alert in records 90 days after the 
I term or session. This report SEVIS. This list will not Next Session Start date if is made each term or session include Active status records the Next Session Start date 
by clicking the registration in the grace period or during is not updated via 
link, updating the session post-completion OPT. registration and the 
dates, and updating the US program end date has 
address of the student. if 
I 
passed. This will not 
necessary. impact records in the 
grace period or in post-
completion OPT. 
Termination reason: Failure 
to Enroll 
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Students changing status to Any record with a pending Effective November 1, 2004, 
F-1 or M 1 should be Change of Status will appear SEVIS will automatically 
expected to report to their on the Pending Change of terminate Initial status 
school, regardless of Status Alert. records with a pending or 
whether they have POE data approved Change of Status 
on their records. Therefore, to ForM 60 days past their 
for all records showing program start date if the 
change of status to ForM, record is not made Active 
within 30 days of the via registration . Termination 
program start date , you reason: No Show 
must either register the 
student, indicating the 
studen t h as reported to your 
school , or terminate the 
record for a reason of "no-
show" , indicating the student 
has not reported to your 
school. If you learn from the 
student that he or she has 
decided not to come to your 
school , you will need to 
Cancel that student's record . 
If you learn from the student 
that he or she will need to 
start at a later date or that 
the Change of Status is still 
pending as of the stu dent's 
anticipated start date, you 
will need to Defer Attendance 
on the record and enter the 
next earliest possible Program 
Start Date. 
All Active F-1 and M-1 SEVIS Active records nearing the Effective since November 4, 
records s hould h ave accurate existing program end date will 2003 , SEVIS automatically 
program end dates , appear on the Students Within completes records once the 
identifying the date upon 45 Days of Program End Date student is expected to have 
which studies will be Alert in SEVIS. This Alert departed the US or changed 
completed . A school reports contains all such records , nonimmigrant status, as 
a student's graduation or regardless of whether the identified by the program 
successful completion of record also contains a pending end date. Record completion 
the program by maintaining or approved OPT for F students occurs 60 
an accurate program end recommendation . These days following the program 
date . You must update this records will no longer appear end date or OPT end date , 
field prior to the program end on this list once the program whichever is later. Record 
date in order to grant an end date has passed. completion for M students 
extension. However, the occurs 30 days following the 
program end date field should program end date OPT end 
NOT be u pdated to reflect date , whichever is later. 
post-completion OPT. Such 
OPT dates should generally 
begin and end after the 
program end date. 
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Appendix M - List of Interviewees Alphabetically Listed by Position 
Interviewees Position School9 
03AD01 Admissions 03AD01 
03AD02 Admissions 03AD02 
Paul Greene Assistant Dean for Boston University International Initiatives 
Associate Chairman, 
Anatoly Temkin Department of Computer Boston University 
Science 
Ben DeWinter Assistant Provost for Boston University International Programs 
OlCHOl Chair Applied Math OlCHOl 
04CH01 Chair, Dept. of 04CH01 Engineering 
01CH04 Chair, Physics Dept. 01CH04 
Robyn Hannigan Chair, Science and Math University of Massachusetts 
0 1CH03 Chair, Science Dept. 01CH03 
Lou Chitkushev Chairman, Computer Boston University Science Department 
0 1CH02 Dean 0 1CH02 
Jay A. Halfond Dean Boston University 
Sharon Ladd Director, Harvard Harvard University International Office 
Maureen Martin Harvard International Harvard University Office 
04SV01 ISSO 04SV01 
02SV0 1 PDSO 02SV01 
03SV0 1 RO 03SV01 
OlSVOl SEVIS Coordinator OlSVOl 
03SV02 SEVIS Coordinator 03SV02 
Chris Moca SEVIS Record Coordinator Boston University 
s Interviewees who requested anonymity had their names replaced with an Identifier 
Code which was created for every interviewee, as listed in Appendix J. 
9 For interviewees who requested for their name and school to remain anonymous the 
Identifier Code is used for both their names and school names. 
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Appendix N: Interview Guide 
Sample questions asked to interviewees: 
1. How have SEVIS and student/ exchange visa policies influenced the 
international graduate science and engineering student population? 
2. How have SEVIS and student/exchange visa policies influenced the influx of 
international science and engineering graduate students at graduate 
programs? 
3. How have SEVIS and student/exchange visa policies influenced University 
science and engineering graduate Programs? 
4. How have SEVIS student registration and admissions' requirements affected 
the university's ability to ensure that science and engineering programs 
attract top international talent? 
5. How have SEVIS monitoring requirements affected international student's 
academic work and science and engineering programs continuity and 
efficiency? 
6. In your opinion, if you were to choose only one of each, what is the one 
biggest positive impact and the one biggest negative impact (if any) SEVIS 
and international student's visa policies are having at your 
department/program, or students? 
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